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ABSTRACT 
This dissertation examines Archaic Greek epigram in its context (cultural, historical, 
physical, etc.), with particular focus on its ancient reading and reception. My study contributes to 
our understanding of the performance culture of Archaic Greece, whereby, scholars have argued, 
poems and their meanings are intimately tied to their occasion and performative context. 
Epigram contributes in interesting ways to this narrative, for these inscribed texts are both tied to 
their physical and material contexts, and, as I argue with respect to our earliest examples, 
composed explicitly for future readers. In Chapter 2, I critique an interpretive frame based on the 
dichotomy of public and private and offer a conceptual model for studying epigram based on 
ancient concepts. I apply this model to two case studies, two Archaic cemeteries where multiple 
contemporary funerary epigrams survive. I reconstruct ancient readings of these texts, 
emphasizing their dialogue with one another and their contexts. In Chapter 3, I contribute to our 
understanding of the Greek symposium. I analyze some of our earliest Greek alphabetic texts 
alongside the poetry of Theognis, highlighting the themes of ownership, theft, reading, and 
reperformance at symposia. I then study the social relationships that are indicated in such texts, 
particularly philia, and I consider expressions of this discourse in other epigrammatic contexts, 
especially funerary. I conclude with a study of the word philemosyne, which appears in an 
interestingly broad variety of epigrams. In Chapter 4, I consider Simonides and perceived 
changes in epigrammatic commemoration at the end of the Archaic period. Such epigrams might 
be characterized as political or historical in nature, and I consider the applicability of concepts of 
authority to their study. I show how diverse individuals memorialized themselves via mnemata 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background  
This dissertation originated from a broad question: how did poetry work in Archaic Greece? I 
was interested in exploring poetry in its cultural context, from the genesis of a poem to its 
reception by its ancient audiences. I recognized that inscribed epigram, poetry that is tied to its 
ancient material form, could provide information about context (cultural, historical, physical, and 
more) that we lack for other kinds of ancient poetry. In addition, I believed (and still do believe) 
that epigram deserves critical attention alongside the other poetry with which it was 
contemporary. As the project developed, I increasingly focused on epigram alone, but in this 
introduction I will sketch some of the larger topics and debates into which my study fits. I will 
also address the relevant methodological concerns, indicate my editorial conventions, and offer a 
summary of the chapters.    
1.1.1 Performance and Occasion  
It is now widely accepted by scholars that all Archaic Greek poetry was performed on a 
particular occasion before an audience. Such performance was the mode of its “publication,” 
and, as in B. Gentili’s formulation, encapsulated in his book-title, Poetry and its Public, it is the 
relationship between poet, performer, audience, and occasion of performance that one must 
consider in order to comprehend this poetry in its social context.1  
The prevailing critical approach to Archaic poetry for the past several decades has been 
“cultural poetics” or New Historicism, whereby texts are studied as products of their historical, 
                                                
1 Gentili (1988). Ford (2003) 15-37 prefers the term “song” to “poetry” in order to emphasize the performative 
aspect. Note the questions that most exercise Homeric scholars: Was the performer a creative poet or a reciter of a 
mostly “fixed” text? Who was in the audience and how did their knowledge of the poetic tradition contribute to the 
poem’s meaning? (e.g., Scodel [2002], who examines the audience’s reception of Homeric poetry). What were the 
occasions of original and subsequent performances, and how might the poems’ meaning change in different 
performances before various and different audiences? The diversity of approaches and answers to these questions 
can be seen, e.g., in the contributions to part I of Fantuzzi and Tsagalis (2015). It is especially the issue of 
reperformance that interests me. 
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socio-cultural, and especially political contexts.2 At the same time, scholars have tended to 
eschew biographical readings of these texts: for example, the corpus of poetry transmitted to us 
under the name Theognis is treated not so much as the product of a single, historical poet, but a 
tradition with multiple participants who share similar values and perspectives.  
Particularly in regard to the genres of Archaic poetry, scholars both ancient and modern have 
focused on occasion and audience in order to elucidate a poem.3 For example, the understanding 
that Alcman’s choral lyric was performed for a Laconian audience on a ritual occasion 
encourages scholars to set their interpretation of this poetry in the bounds of its public 
performance context.4  
In L. Kurke’s formulation, there were two fundamental contexts for Archaic poetry, and 
these were in certain respects opposed to one another: the symposium, an elite, private affair, and 
the agora or center of a polis, where festivals and civic song were performed.5 For scholars such 
as Kurke and I. Morris, it was in these opposed contexts that two ideological systems, one 
“elitist,” and the other “middling,” were expressed and debated.6 
                                                
2 E.g. Kurke (1991), (1999), (2007), Morris (2000), Dougherty and Kurke (1993), Stehle (1997), Irwin (2005). 
3 Various criteria may be used in categorizing early Greek poetry: occasion, meter, subject, length, dialect, 
performance mode, etc., and as, e.g., the contributions in Depew and Obbink (2000) and Carey (2009) emphasize, 
the distinction between genres is not fixed in the Archaic period. But occasion and audience are central to the 
question. The problem of generic categorization based on occasion began at least as early as the Alexandrian 
scholars: Aristarchus and Callimachus notably disagreed whether Bacchylides’ Cassandra was a dithyramb or a 
paean (see the ancient commentary at fr. 23 Maehler). A dithyramb will have been a chorus singing and dancing in 
honor of Dionysus (Aristarchus noted the mythical elements of the poem), whereas a paean was sung in various 
contexts for a helper or healer god sometimes identified as Apollo; according to the commentator, Callimachus was 
led by the cry ie, thought to be a formal feature of paean, to categorize the poem in that genre. The poem, then, 
presumably had a specific original ritual occasion before a particular audience, but it is clear that the content of the 
Cassandra defied the Alexandrians’ efforts to place it in a particular occasion. We must allow that Bacchylides was 
aware that his poem might have a life beyond its first performance.   
4 The so-called Louvre Partheneion has received much attention of this sort; for a recent example, with references to 
earlier interpretations, see Bowie (2011) 33-65.  
5 Kurke (2007) 147-48; cf. Bowie (1986) on elegy.  
6 Kurke (1991), (1999), Morris (2000) 109-91. For criticisms, see, e.g., Seaford (2002) 145-65, Hammer (2004) 479-
512, Kistler (2004) 145-76. 
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Archaic inscribed epigram, the focus of this study, complicates these approaches and 
premises, but this special kind of poetry also permits us to understand better the role of poetry in 
Archaic Greece. R. Scodel has observed that epigram tests the rules of Archaic poetry;7 R. L. 
Fowler, in discussing the occasions on which Archaic poetry was performed, allowed with some 
evident unease that epigrams too had “occasions in a sense.”8 Indeed, epigrams are 
quintessentially occasional, in that they were generated and inscribed in a definite historical 
moment, such as in response to the death of an individual, and each was composed by a flesh-
and-blood poet. At the same time, however, they are poems that were intended to be read and re-
read by future readers.  
1.1.2 Reperformance 
One of the challenges in employing New Historicist criticism to Archaic poetry is that it can 
lead to an irrational privileging of the original occasion to the exclusion of reperformances on 
other occasions, which may have been made by various performers before various audiences.9 In 
the case of elegy, for example, scholars have attempted to deduce from the contents of a given 
poem its original occasion of performance, which, by a rather circular process, then is taken as 
the starting point for interpreting the poem.10  
                                                
7 Scodel (1992) 58, speaking specifically of audiences. In fact, some of these rules are now being revisited for other 
genres of Archaic poetry; for example, Nobili (2016) argues that some elegies may have been performed by 
choruses. See Fearn (2013) for a recent effort to contextualize some passages of lyric poetry with reference to 
material media like inscriptions and sculpture.   
8 Fowler (1987) 98. 
9 E.g., Rösler (1980) 33-45, 91-106 argues that Alcaeus’ poetry, although certainly known and reperformed in the 
sixth and fifth centuries (notably at Athens), was only ever intended to be made public to the circle of Alcaeus’ 
hetaireia. But the very fact that his poetry was reperformed and written down (maybe during the poet’s life) 
suggests that Alcaeus was aware that there was potential, at least, for it to reach a wider public. In any case, surely it 
is valuable to inquire what this poet meant to a fifth-century Athenian audience. 
10 West (1974) 10-13, Bowie (1986) 15-21, Aloni and Iannucci (2007) 34-85, Aloni (2009) 178-79. Lavigne (2016) 
74-98 offers a recent and welcome corrective and mines the testimonia on Archilochus for evidence that this 
‘personal’ poet was reperformed in festival contexts. Bowie (2016) 15-32, however, supposes that some of 
Archilochus’ elegies may have been performed in a cultic context, whereas the ‘personal’ poetry was confined to the 
symposium.  
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As C. J. Herington correctly observed, all of this occasional poetry was necessarily 
reperformed, and written texts in many cases facilitated such reperformance (this is in part 
responsible for the survival of these texts to us).11 In this respect, Archaic epigram offers a very 
useful comparison. As I have noted, while epigram was definitely tied to a very specific 
historical context (thus immune to worries like those of some scholars about the historicity of 
Theognis or the Homeric tradition), it was intended to be re-read or, as many scholars now 
characterize it, reperformed (see further below). Do we, then, focus upon recovering and 
interpreting the “original” poem and performance, or must we account for the contexts of 
reperformance and the potentially new meanings generated therein? I aim to address both the 
“original” poem and its receptions, and below I will sketch my methodological approach. 
Particularly in Chapter 4, the ‘converse’ of reperformance will also prove to be a useful 
conceptual tool for our analysis of epigram. G. Colesanti and others have developed the concept 
of “submerged” literature, whose transmission is variously curtailed (rather than lost 
accidentally): a text that was not “re-used” was not conserved (e.g., most epistles, which would 
be of little interest to anyone but the sender and addressee).12 In the case of epigram, where, in 
many cases (but not all), we are probably only talking about a single instantiation of the text, 
both submersion and accidental loss are well documented. The monument with epigram erected 
for Callimachus, the polemarch at Marathon, on the Acropolis was “submerged” by the 
destructive agency of the Persians. By contrast, another Acropolis dedication (discussed below) 
that was thus destroyed “reemerged” in the later fifth century and entered the literary tradition. 
                                                
11 Herington (1985) 41-57, which remains the fundamental treatment of reperformance. His focus, however, is more 
on its role in textual transmission than it is on the phenomenon itself. Nagy (1990) emphasizes that poetry needed to 
appeal to a Panhellenic audience in order to survive. Carey (2011) 437-60 discusses the dissemination of Alcman’s 
poetry via written texts and reperformance. Epinician is one genre that has received a great deal of attention on the 
matter of reperformance: Currie (2004) 49-69; Morrison (2012) 111-33; Athanassaki (2011) 235-68; Hubbard 
(2004) 71-93 (cf. Hubbard [2011] 347-63 on Pindar’s non-epinician lyric poetry). On tragedy, see also Taplin (1999) 
33-57 and Bosher (2012).   
12 E.g., Colesanti (2014) 90-106. 
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These processes of reading, reperformance, submersion, and loss describe how Archaic epigram 
worked for its audiences and how those audiences responded to such poetry.  
1.1.3 Public and Private 
It is the dichotomy of public and private, and the various applications of these categories by 
modern scholars, that will frame much of my discussion, particularly in Chapter 2.13 To what 
extent, for example, is the distinction drawn by Kurke between ‘public,’ polis-centered poetry 
and the ‘private’ poetry of the symposium valid for epigram? As we shall explore in Chapter 2, 
inscriptions are typically categorized as public or private based on a perceived criterion of 
production: public epigram is ‘official’ or ‘authorized’ by the state, whereas private epigram is 
produced or commissioned by ‘private’ individuals, without authorization. To illustrate the issue 
with comparable material, I adduce two contemporary museum exhibitions, one of portrait 
sculpture, the other of diverse artifacts concerned with the theme of emotions. Each of these 
exhibitions grapples in different ways with the concepts of public and private and illustrates how 
a particular definition can produce rather different pictures of comparable material.  
An exhibition in the Glyptothek in Munich entitled “Charakterköpfe: Griechen und Römer 
im Porträt” includes in its introductory didactic material the following description: 
“Since the beginning of Greek portrait art, the true purpose of dedicating an image was to honour 
the person portrayed in a special way, to highlight his merits for the community and preserve the 
memory of his accomplishments – whether the citizens of a polis erected the image or a family 
member memorialised one of its members. [...] So no matter whether the portrait was 
                                                
13 Key to my discussion of such issues are de Polignac and Schmitt Pantel (1998), Dasen and Piérart (2005), and 
Macé (2012). 
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commissioned by the state or by private individuals: among the Greeks it tried to achieve a 
public effect from the outset.”14  
This exhibit acknowledges but minimizes the criterion of production (the role of the 
commissioner of a portrait) and instead emphasizes the intended function of all portraits on their 
audience, which is characterized as the “public” or the “community.”  
Compare another contemporary exhibition, entitled “A World of Emotions,” curated by A. 
Chaniotis for the Onassis Cultural Center in New York and displayed also at the Acropolis 
Museum in Athens. Their didactic materials include the following formulations: 
“In Greek antiquity, emotions manifested themselves in both private and public spaces.” These 
spaces are specified as the “household, sanctuary, cemetery, agora, and battlefield.” The 
household, for example, is identified as one of the “private spaces of emotion”: “In the context of 
the banquet (symposion), the Greek household was the setting for conviviality and joy through 
wine, passionate intellectual discussion, music, heated games, tasteful or even vulgar jokes, and 
of course sex.”   
In different ways, each of these synopses addresses some of the fundamental concerns of the 
present study. What counts as public or private space, and how did human expression (textual, 
musical, sculptural, painted, etc.) operate within these spaces? As the Munich exhibition 
prompts, to what extent ought we to interpret a portrait based on the identity and agency of its 
sculptor or commissioner? That exhibition takes as its focus “the true purpose of dedicating an 
image,” whereas the Onassis exhibition focuses upon spaces, which are conventionally defined 
as either public or private.  
 
 
                                                
14 I cite from the didactic display in the museum; cf. Gliwitzky (2017) 17. 
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1.1.4 Elites, Non-Elites, and ‘Popular’ Culture 
As indicated above, Archaic poetry of all kinds has been studied as a site where ideology is 
defined, expressed, and contested. As understood by Morris and Kurke, such ideology is always 
that of the elite, but recent work has attempted to draw attention to the ideology of non-elites, 
which may be expressed in terms of ‘popular,’ ‘common,’ or ‘mass’ culture.15 Kurke, for 
example, has studied Aesop as a “voice from below,” a figure in a popular cultural tradition 
where elites and non-elites both could participate, but where those who did not have access to 
high culture came to the fore.16 
Part of the challenge in such analysis is terminological. As we shall see, for example, in 
Chapter 3, with sympotic epigrams, scholars have tended to define the symposium as an 
exclusively elite, aristocratic institution.17 M. Węcowski’s recent study has aimed at defining the 
aristocratic symposium, its features, and its participants as a distinct institution.18 In defining the 
aristocracy, Węcowski builds in particular on the work of A. Duplouy, criticizing the work of O. 
Murray, and he envisions a fluid, precarious elite whose membership was not closed.19 For him, 
the ideology of aristocracy was not exclusionary or exclusive: everyone wanted to enter the ranks 
of “the best.”20 F. Hobden, building on P. Schmitt Pantel’s work, approaches these issues 
                                                
15 See Forsdyke (2012), and the contributions in Grig (2017). Earlier efforts include Ober (1989), who focused on 
the rhetoric of the masses versus the elite in democratic Athens.  
16 Kurke (2011).  
17 See, e.g., Murray (1983), (2009), Irwin (2005) 67-81, Stehle (1997) 215-16. 
18 Węcowski (2014).  
19 Węcowski (2014) 19-26; Duplouy (2006). 
20 I would frame the argument somewhat differently: when an Archaic poet refers to the kakoi, we should, despite 
modern counterexamples of self-identifying “deplorables,” infer that few, in general, consented to be labeled in this 
way. I do not deny that there might have been dissenters to a dominant ideology, but I find precious little evidence 
of their voices and positions in what survives. This may, however, merely be a matter of emphasis: those who 
subscribe to an ideology often question it in various ways, but I doubt that such dissension, as attested in our 
evidence from Archaic Greece, rises to a level that we might call counterculture.  
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somewhat differently and concludes that the ‘institution’ of the symposium is a construct that 
reflects no particular occasion but represents a plurality of communal drinking practices.21    
Inscribed epigram can contribute to such analyses of elite and non-elite cultures and debates 
about institutions such as the symposium. In Chapter 3, we shall see how ideology thought to be 
characteristic of the elite symposium appears in unexpected places. In the case of a rupestral 
epigram employing high-register poetic diction that was probably inscribed by a shepherd or 
other lower status individual, do we infer that this person held pretensions of accessing elite 
culture? Or was he subject to the ‘cultural hegemony’ of the elite? As I suggest below with 
respect to debates about ancient literacies, we must be careful not to overgeneralize about levels 
of access to culture, nor to define too sharply the boundaries of elite, popular, or common 
culture.  
In short, it is very difficult to distinguish elite individuals, possessed of high culture, from 
non-elites, who participate in low culture. Some criteria could be conjectured in some cases: an 
inscription made by a professional mason on a carefully sculpted stele of high-quality marble 
may indicate that the person who commissioned and paid for the monument and its inscription 
was a wealthy, high-status individual. But even here lie difficulties, for wealth may not have 
been a sufficient condition of elite status. Moreover, subjective judgments, such as of poetic 
quality, are no reliable guide: the epigram for Callimachus, the celebrated polemarch at 
Marathon, which we shall consider in Chapter 4, has metrical faults that one might not expect in 
a ‘public’ text for a high-status general.  
Is there, then, any difference between the culture and ideology of the elite (however they be 
defined) and that of the populace or the masses? H. Parker adumbrates a distinction between 
                                                
21 Hobden (2013); Schmitt Pantel (1990), (1992) criticized Murray’s elite model and pointed to civic, ‘public’ 
features of the symposium. 
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authorized and unauthorized culture and defines popular culture “as products that require little 
cultural capital and as unauthorized culture.”22 His definition of popular culture seeks to move 
away from a criterion of production rooted in Marxist theory to a criterion of consumption. But it 
is his focus on authorization that I find both probative and problematic. As Parker remarks of 
popular poetry, it is “the poems of those not recognized by whoever is responsible for 
recognizing poets.”23 Parker is claiming that the producers of popular poetry are not invested 
with authority by its consumers, who either possess little cultural capital or who choose not to 
expend it.  
But just who, then, “is responsible for recognizing poets”? As I argue in Chapter 4, partially 
in agreement with Parker, authority arises from the readers or recipients of a text. At the end of 
this chapter, I will suggest that epigrams in particular can be understood as texts that bear a 
message from author to reader: the notion that a written text is an authoritative speech-act only 
works if both sender and recipient participate. Accordingly, I think that scholars’ concern to 
distinguish popular from elite culture–whether this is done along traditional lines that focus on 
the criterion of production, or based on Parker’s criterion of consumption–is somewhat 
misguided, for any party bearing cultural capital that notionally conveys authority can only ‘cash 
in’ if that currency is validated by others. Just so, M. Canevaro in a recent paper argues that the 
‘official’ culture of democratic Athens was ‘popular,’ whereas old-fashioned elite culture was 
‘unofficial’ and ‘unauthorized.’24 To be sure, this approach faces the same criticisms I raise 
above, and I shall return to these in Chapter 4: was there, for example, a single ‘official’ and 
‘authorized’ version of culture or history in democratic Athens? 
                                                
22 Parker (2011) 165.  
23 Parker (2011) 165, explicitly recalling Bakhtin’s description of forms of medieval popular culture as “unofficial.” 
24 Canevaro (2017).  
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To return, then, to epigram, we cannot, I think, pin down any ideology as specifically elite or 
dominant, to which an opposed populace responds. I do not claim that elites and non-elites did 
not exist, but I am skeptical that we can isolate the voice and ideology of the one from the other 
in the poetry that we possess. As such, I will instead focus on the issues of production (or 
commissioning), consumption (i.e., reading), and manifold kinds of context (physical, 
topographical, historical, etc.), so far as these can be identified. I will emphasize similarity and 
difference between contemporary epigrams, which are sometimes erected in proximity to one 
another. Sometimes their voices and expressions overlap or complement one another, and 
sometimes they may exhibit variation or even incompatibility. Later in this chapter I discuss the 
ancient readers of these texts and their interpretations. First, I must define what I mean by an 
epigram and its text.   
1.2 Methodology 
1.2.1 What is an Epigram? 
I will, unless otherwise indicated, use the term “epigram” to refer to poetry that has been 
inscribed (occasionally painted) in a durable medium, most often stone or fired clay, but also 
sometimes other media such as bedrock or a boulder. In addition, such poetry must appear to 
have been generated specifically for the purpose of its inscription; accordingly, an ostrakon 
bearing a verse of the Iliad written out as a school exercise does not qualify as an epigram for my 
purposes.  
But what, then, qualifies as poetry? The standard edition of Archaic and early Classical 
inscribed epigram, covering material down to the year 400, P. A. Hansen’s Carmina Epigraphica 
Graeca, Vol. 1, uses the criterion of metre. Sometimes, as in the case of very fragmentary texts, 
Hansen evidently relied on other criteria, such as poetic diction, to supplement the criterion of 
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metre. Hansen’s conception of Greek metre is fairly conservative, but he does admit, for 
example, an epigram composed of eight dactyls, despite the fact that this does not fit any 
generally accepted forms of Greek verse.25 In some epigrams there occurs unexpected prosody, 
which would be deemed deviant by some scholars.  
C. Gallavotti is of the opinion that a great many inscriptions considered by others, such as 
Hansen, to be non-metrical are in fact lyric cola,26 but I am largely skeptical of his analysis (I 
will discuss one lyric dipinto in Chapter 3). S. Oswald, in his 2014 dissertation, has defined a 
class of what he calls metricising inscriptions, comprising epigrams that do not quite fit into a 
standard metrical scheme. These may possess rhythm, whether dactylic, iambic or otherwise, yet 
are very short texts (sometimes only two words) or at some point defy the expected rhythmic 
scheme. What counts for Oswald are those that seem (on the basis of their rhythm and/or diction) 
to have been efforts at poetry on the part of the composer or commissioner of the text.27  
Particularly in Chapter 3, dealing with graffiti from the symposium, I follow a similar 
approach to that of Oswald, but I disagree with his insistence that the only relevant factor is his 
perception of the author’s intention. Indeed, disagreements such as those between Hansen and 
Gallavotti show that readers of inscriptions are relevant too. If an ancient reader of an inscription 
did not read it as poetry, is it still poetry? The criteria of metre and diction are fundamental, but, 
in the case of some of our single-hexameter epigrams, to say nothing of the sympotic graffiti 
discussed in Chapter 3, one wonders if a single stoichos qualified as (stichic) poetry.28 In such 
                                                
25 That is, generally accepted by modern scholars, who do, however, rely on ancient metricians, even where they 
disagree with them. See Allen (1888) for an outdated but still useful collection of prosody and versification habits in 
epigram. 
26 E.g., Gallavotti (1979).  
27 Oswald (2014) 10-23. 
28 Compare, for example, Haslam (1990) 33, who claims to have identified an iambic trimeter in Thucydides and 
attributes it to a quotation by Pericles of a verse from tragedy or perhaps Solon. If he is correct, some ancient readers 
of Thucydides may have recognized the snippet as verse, but it is sobering to note that the majority of Thucydides’ 
readership until today does not appear to have done so. On the other hand, we may consider the rhythmic clausulae 
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cases, where we lack evidence about how readers will have understood these texts, I 
acknowledge that our only recourse can be to the formal criteria, which ultimately depend on our 
very limited knowledge of what passed muster to the eyes and ears of readers (and certainly this 
will have been variable, especially over time). But it will be important to foreground such 
readers in my discussion.  
I also adopt the view that inscribed epigram is literature.29 I have already discussed some of 
the difficulties posed by our judgments of what is elite, non-elite, popular, or common culture. 
We know that some early, inscribed epigrams entered the literary tradition and were transmitted 
in that medium as the work of Simonides, a poet canonized by Hellenistic scholars. In my view, 
what is good for one epigram is good for all: a poem inscribed on a dedication on the Athenian 
Acropolis is literature whether or not it was also later ascribed to a named poet.  
1.2.2 What is the Text of an Epigram? 
Inscribed epigrams pose significant text-critical challenges. The editor of such a text aims, in 
the first place, to indicate in an edition what he or she sees on the stone, ceramic vessel, or 
similar. Certain conventions, such as use of minuscule letters, word division, and diacritical 
signs, impose some determinates on the reader of an edition, but typically the editor will 
supplement with descriptions (as of epichoric script, letter size), photographs, or drawings that 
help the reader to see what the editor sees.30 In practice, most editors of epigraphic corpora are 
                                                                                                                                                       
of Ciceronian oratory, which, judging from their regularity, we infer must have had some effect on at least some 
readers or hearers. I would not on this basis call a speech of Cicero poetry, but such features as his clausulae might 
justly be called poetic touches.     
29 Thus Raubitschek (1968) 5, for whom the potential for re-reading is crucial. I build in particular upon his 
fundamental observation that epigram (nearly all inscriptions, really) are designed not only for contemporaries but 
particularly for future generations. My only point of dissent here is that I think that what we have of Archaic epic, 
choral lyric, and monody was not composed only for one-time performance either (4).   
30 In this respect, students of epigram are better served than those who study texts that appear mainly in OCTs or 
Teubners, to say nothing of Loebs. These are all very useful resources, but the reader must do a lot of work to 
visualize, say, the notional majuscule archetype envisioned by the editor.  
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unable to study with autopsy some of their inscriptions and rely instead upon a squeeze or 
previous editions.  
But, in addition to such practical limitations in representing the inscription, an editor also 
sometimes modifies what he sees when preparing his edition: perceived errors of inscription are 
corrected as the editor deems appropriate. Lacunae, which are encountered frequently, are 
sometimes filled out with what the editor believes originally stood on the stone. In such cases, 
the text of the edition represents not what is on the stone (vel sim.), but what the editor believes 
was originally inscribed or even what was intended to be inscribed thereon. Particularly in early 
texts, such judgments can be very difficult: orthography, for example, admits of some, but not 
unlimited variation.31 Let us consider the case of the first two verses of a funerary epigram from 
Athens for a certain Anaxilas of Naxos, which run as follows (CEG 58 corr. apud CEG II ~ IG I3 
1357, Kerameikos, ca. 510-500?; fig. 1a-b): 
δακρυόεν πολυπενθὲς Ἀναχσίλα ἐδ’ ὀλοφ|υδνὸν 
λάινον ἕστεκα μνε͂μα καταφθι{με}|μένο: 
“Tearful, much mourning, and lamenting, a stone mnema of perished Anaxilas I stand...” 
In Hansen’s original edition, the last word of the second verse was printed καταφθιμέ|{με}νο: 
he regarded the syllable as mistakenly duplicated by the mason and indicated that the second 
instance was to be deleted. Baba, however, subsequently observed that all of the letters in the 
inscription had traces of paint with the exception of the first με, carved at the end of line 2.32 The 
mistaken double carving of this syllable was thus corrected by painting (or lack thereof), which 
otherwise served as an aid to the reader.33 It is clear that whoever painted this inscription 
                                                
31 Modern languages are certainly not immune: “adviser” and “advisor” are both acceptable in most English 
contexts, whereas, say, “dvsr” is not. This raises issues of description vs. proscription: “acceptable” to whom? 
32 Baba (1984) 1-2. 
33 Cf. Day (2010) 48-59 with further literature on efforts to attract and guide the reading of inscriptions. 
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intended for it to be read as καταφθι|μένο:, though presumably the poet and/or authorizer of the 
poem had no specific intention for the word to be divided where it is (but, we assume, they did 
not intend to double the syllable, either).34 This we may provisionally regard as the original text, 
the one intended by the mason-painter and, unless we have reason to believe otherwise, the poet.   
We must say “provisionally regard” because an inscribed poem could have existed in other 
forms–the exemplar used by the mason, or perhaps in a collection of epigrams by the poet.35 R. 
Scodel has suggested that early inscribed epigrams could exist in an ‘oral’ form as well, 
circulating without repeated reference to the inscribed text.36 The task of establishing the original 
text is complicated by such factors, but it is the editor’s job to get as close to that original as 
possible.  
Consider the famous epigram for the Spartans who died at Thermopylae (FGE ‘Sim.’ 22b). It 
does not actually survive to us in inscribed form, but Herodotus, who is the earliest of our several 
sources of the poem, attests that it was inscribed at the site of the battle (7.228, discussed further 
in Chapter 4). How does an editor establish such a text? I believe that the original text ran as 
follows: 
ὦ ξεῖν’, ἀγγέλλειν Λακεδαιμονίοις ὅτι τῆιδε 
κείμεθα, τοῖς κείνων ῥήμασι πειθόμενοι. 
The last two words are transmitted thus in the manuscripts of Herodotus (as in the Anthology and 
Suda); D. L. Page, however, adopts πειθόμενοι νομίμοις from the text of the orator Lycurgus (as 
                                                
34 We might, of course, further speculate as to whether the line-break was truly intentional or merely an accident of 
the size of the base, the inscriber’s layout on it, etc. I would conjecture that, once the error of inscription was made, 
it was judged preferable by the painter to omit the syllable at the end of the line, rather than that at the beginning, for 
the reader would want to start again in line 2 at the left margin, below the start of line 1. See Threatte GAI I 69-71 
for the tendency in Archaic Attic inscriptions to divide lines between syllables and, where possible, between words. 
35 This is a major issue with epigrams ascribed to Simonides that are thought to have been compiled in a book, the 
so-called Sylloge. See further in Chapter 4.  
36 Scodel (1992) 71-74. 
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also Diodorus and Strabo; see Page ad loc. for citations). Page gives three reasons for preferring 
νομίμοις, and these deserve consideration here. 
(1) ‘customs’ is stronger and hence superior in sense to ‘words.’ (2) ‘customs’ was known to 
Lycurgus in the fourth century and Cicero in the first, and “has therefore a strong claim (and the 
other has no claim at all) to be recognised as the generally accepted text; and that is likely to be 
the true text.” (3) Herodotus’ version is probably known orally from Spartan informants and is 
therefore inferior. 
I disagree with Page’s editorial decision, but that is not our focus here;37 we shall consider 
below the role of an editor’s Sprachgefühl. (2) and (3) reflect significant and erroneous text-
critical stances. That the paradosis is “likely to be the true text” because it is the paradosis is 
intolerable logic: the paradosis represents, literally, an acceptable text, which may or may not be 
the ‘true’ one. In fact, it is better not to speak of the “true” text but rather the “original” text, for 
the former adjective introduces a judgment about authoritativeness, which, as I have suggested, 
depends precisely on reception.38 In the case of the present epigram, since we do not have the 
inscription, we may identify the original text as that which the poet intended and, for practical 
purposes in most cases, believe that the inscription was identical with this.  
To be sure, these are two different things: the poet may have intended one thing, and the 
mason may have inscribed another. Perhaps the poet circulated a version of his text in another 
                                                
37 (1), regarding the original (Page’s “true”) text, is undermined, I believe, by the deictic pronoun, which implies 
some distinction between the deceased Spartans, “we,” and the Spartans who are to hear the message. One would 
want “our customs,” so that the dead are included in the phrase; this does not apply to ῥήμασι (Petrovic [2007] 249 
makes a similar point). Page’s criterion of the “stronger” noun (which I suppose is based on his feeling for its poetic 
“force”) as the superior reading is seductive if we suppose that the poem is a masterpiece by a master poet. But these 
are among the most fallible judgments for the textual critic to make (in the absence of other evidence): how many 
philologists believe that they could have justified Gallus’ reputation better than the Qaṣr Ibrîm papyrus?  
38 Page’s formulation, if it is to stand at all, ought to be reversed: the ‘true’ text is the paradosis, the authoritative 
received text, whereas its source, the original text, is neither true nor false. Philological terms like “corruption” are 
inapposite for the same reason: variants are not necessarily debased, and the original is not necessarily superior. 
Editors with reason apply the principle of lectio difficilior, not that of lectio pulchrior.  
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form, such as a papyrus-scroll–which of these versions, then, qualifies as the original text? (We 
will return to such issues with Theognis in Chapter 3.) Now, most of the epigrams that I discuss 
are not so complicated as this because they survive only in inscriptional form, and in this 
particular case I don’t believe that the variant preferred by Page goes back to the poet. But it is 
useful to be reminded that the identification of the paradosis and its relationship to the original 
text is not straightforward.  
(3)–the premise of which I do not actually accept–shows that, for Page, what is acceptable in 
an oral context becomes unacceptable in terms of a textual tradition. But, particularly in the case 
of such a well-known epigram, authors will likely have quoted from memory, which could have 
been informed both by authors such as Lycurgus and Herodotus, perhaps the Sylloge, and by 
hearsay or common knowledge (cf. Scodel’s ‘oral’ circulation).39 It is impossible in such a case 
to posit a (singular) textual tradition with a “generally accepted text.” I do not, however, call for 
a Nagian ‘multitext,’ since that would be to deny that there ever was an original text, which is 
false. True, as indicated above, the poet could have been responsible for multiple versions of a 
text, and then we might speak of, say, two original texts, a situation which is not the same as 
Nagy’s multitext.40 But even in such a scenario the dilemma is more practical than theoretical, 
                                                
39 Even Lycurgus’ citation (in Leocr. 109) implies that he expected his audience/readership already to know the 
epigram. On this epigram, the Sylloge, and Simonides, see further in Chapter 4.  
40 See Pasquali (1952) 397-465 on author’s variants; as he opines (419), the recourse to author’s variants is “l’ultima 
ratio” of the textual critic. For Nagy’s multitext model, which he applies to the texts of Homer, see 
https://chs.harvard.edu/CHS/article/display/4087, citing much earlier work by Nagy. I do not believe that this model 
works for Homer, either. Recently, Lardinois (2006) 15-35 and Aloni and Iannucci (2016) 155-73 have similarly 
argued that textual variants in the ancient citations of Solon’s poetry reveal that his poetry was an open tradition, not 
written down until the fifth century, and that the variants attest either to intentional manipulation or to multiple lines 
of descent from an oral tradition with multiple ‘authorial’ participants. But these are two very different ideas: the 
manipulation of a text is only possible if there is a text. I agree with Aloni and Iannucci that variants have authority, 
to the extent that they have status and meaning in a given context (say, a speech by an orator in the 4th c.); but this is 
not to give up the task of the editor, which is to determine the text on which such variants depend. And the model, as 
proposed by Aloni and Iannucci, of writing down in the 5th c. songs that were sung at symposia, is similar to the one 
I imagine operated earlier in the Archaic period. In their model, however, we must uneconomically suppose that 
there were multiple ‘Solons’ whose competing, discordant voices were each preserved, repeated for generations 
orally (somehow these epigoni were less creative than their forbearers) until redacted in the fifth c. (by Critias, as 
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for one of the poet’s versions will have been prior and hence original (although sometimes, 
owing to the available evidence, as in the case of Aristophanes’ Clouds, the editor aims primarily 
to establish the second version, not the original).   
A fascinating illustration is provided by IG I3 501 A and B (~CEG 179), which are two 
different versions of a dedicatory elegiac epigram, each inscribed on a different statue base from 
the Athenian Acropolis. The earlier one was inscribed in or shortly after 506, was presumably 
destroyed in the Persian sack, and was replaced with the second version (various dates in the 
mid-fifth century have been proposed). Both inscriptions are lacunose, but it is clear that the later 
version reverses the order of the hexameters that was used in the earlier one. Herodotus quotes 
the later version, and we rely on him for supplements and the historical context.41 The verse-
order of the earlier inscription is not preserved in the literary tradition.42  
The original text is that of the earlier monument, and the later one is obviously dependent on 
it and is the basis of the literary paradosis.43 Assuming that someone other than the original poet 
was responsible for reversing the hexameters, I would argue that there is only one original text. 
Practically, of course, the editor of the inscriptions is responsible for both versions, but note how 
editors even assign them a single number: even in the case of two monuments, inscribed decades 
apart, with different versions of the epigram, we are dealing with a single original text. To be 
                                                                                                                                                       
they imagine). But the textual variants and inconsistencies on which this model depends do not, in my view, provide 
such support.      
41 The epigram, as it is recorded by Herodotus (5.77.4) reads: ἔθνεα Βοιωτῶν καὶ Χαλκιδέων δαμάσαντες / 
παῖδες Ἀθηναίων ἔργμασιν ἐν πολέμου / δεσμῷ ἐν ἀχνυόεντι σιδηρέῳ ἔσβεσαν ὕβριν· / τῶν ἵππους δεκάτην 
Παλλάδι τάσδ’ ἔθεσαν. 
3. ἀχνυόεντι Hecker: ἀχλυόεντι d, Diod. Sic. 10.24.3: ἀχνυνθέντι A, Anth. Pal. 6.34 (text and apparatus are from 
Wilson’s OCT (2015); see IG and CEG for further references and commentary).  
“The children of the Athenians, having subdued bands of Boeotians and Chalcidians in deeds of war, in painful, iron 
bond extinguished their hybris; from them these horses they set as tithe to Pallas.” 
Berti (2012) 9-95 offers a recent treatment focused upon the debated topography of the two inscribed monuments 
but has good coverage of previous bibliography on the dedications. 
42 For brief discussion of the literary tradition, see Chapter 4 at n. 102.  
43 Note that I do not claim that the paradosis began with the second inscription, only its text (which could have, as 
we have said, circulated also on a papyrus-scroll). 
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sure, the second version was generated in its own historical context, which demands attention, 
but from the editor’s perspective its dependence on the original determines its textual status.44 In 
all cases, then, the editor must use his or her judgment in attempting to recover the original text 
while scrupulously documenting the viable alternatives and their reception in other ancient 
sources.45  
Variants are important when we consider the various interpretations of the text, but we must 
carefully distinguish between this and the editor’s task of establishing the text. The latter job 
necessarily involves interpretation too, but it is in service of establishing the text, not that of 
exploring its reception, which is another matter. 
1.2.3 Interpreting the Text 
Author, Authorizer, Readers, Contexts; Etic and Emic Readings  
Even when the text of an epigram has been established, it may have more than one valid 
interpretation in terms of morphology and syntax, to say nothing of semantics. Let us return to 
Anaxilas’ epigram (fig. 1a-b).  
δακρυόεν πολυπενθὲς Ἀναχσίλα ἐδ’ ὀλοφ|υδνὸν 
λάινον ἕστεκα μνε͂μα καταφθι{με}|μένο: 
“Tearful, much mourning, and lamenting, a stone mnema of perished Anaxilas I stand...” 
In my translation, I treat Ἀναχσίλα as genitive. E. Bowie, however, treats it as vocative and 
construes it with the adjective πολυπενθές, “Tearful–much mourned Anaxilas–and lamenting, as 
a stone mnema of the perished I stand...”46 Morphologically, both interpretations are valid. As L. 
                                                
44 The point where one is to distinguish between two versions of the same poem and two separate poems is 
debatable, but I suppose that the present case is more akin to the Thermopylae epigram with its variants (discussed 
above) than it is to a Vergilian cento. 
45 Note the crux, resolved for some by Hecker’s emendation, documented in n. 41. We are after what the poet 
intended the word to be: both inscriptions are lacunose at this point, so we rely on the literary sources.  
46 Bowie (2010) 363 with n. 106. The translation above is mine, but it reflects Bowie’s interpretation. Cf. Hansen’s 
index Graecus, where the adjective is ntr. nom.; Threatte GAI I 52; Ginestí Rosell (2012) 237, 238-39.  
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Threatte observes, the genitive in –α is a (non-Attic) dialect form, and an Athenian reader would 
presumably expect the genitive to appear as –ου.47 On the other hand, the vocative in –α is also 
rare.48 Conceivably, a reader of the stone could construe the name either way based on his or her 
expectations of the syntax,49 which does not begin to become clear until the second line on the 
stone, with the distich completed only at the start of the third line.  
To me, the interpretation I have adopted feels more natural than the alternative, but Bowie is 
no mean Hellenist. Neither of us is a native speaker or reader of any dialect of Ancient Greek. 
Perhaps every ancient reader of this inscription committed without hesitation to the same 
interpretation, but perhaps there was some variety. Sprachgefühl is contingent.  
Throughout this study, I will pursue emic readings, but I acknowledge that I do so from a 
necessarily etic perspective. Were I to say “pace Smith, πολυπενθές cannot be genitive plural,” I 
mean that no ancient speaker-reader of Greek could construe it so, but this assertion (and rarely 
will these be so unqualified) is based on my outsider knowledge of the language, which is 
informed only by the texts that survive to us. Accordingly, I acknowledge that the semantics of 
this adjective could be either “much mourning” or “much mourned,” but this is based on just 
four parallels.50   
It is here that we depart from author-centered criticism, where, as we have seen, the primary 
goal is to determine what the poet intended his text to be and, relatedly, what he intended that 
text to mean. In theory, particularly in a study of inscribed epigram, we should also account for 
the authorizer (or commissioner) of a text, who may not have been identical with the author. In 
                                                
47 Threatte GAI I 52. Ginestí Rosell (2012) 238-39 also interprets the form of the genitive as deriving from 
Ἀναχσίλαο, but with loss of the final vowel by elision, i.e., Ἀναχσίλα’ ἐδ’ (though strangely she does not so print it 
in her text: 237, 238).  
48 Threatte GAI I 88-89. 
49 I am unaware of any other inscriptions that begin δακρυόεν πολυπενθές. 
50 The adjective is attested four times before the Roman period: Hom. Il. 9.563, Od. 14.386, 23.15, A. Pers. 547. 
The last example supplies the parallel for the passive meaning. 
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practice, we rarely have any evidence to suggest how the distinction mattered for the purposes of 
interpretation. That is, we do not know how, if at all, the authorizer’s message, which was 
sometimes perhaps as basic as the communication of a name, differed from the poetic form of 
that message created by the poet. For my purposes, the poet-author is usually indistinguishable 
from the authorizer of the text. 
Now, Bowie or I could adduce morphologically unambiguous parallels from other texts in 
support of the one author-centered interpretation or the other. But this does not foreclose 
consideration of other interpretations when it comes to readers’ understanding of the particular 
text of Anaxilas’ epigram. Might, for example, a Naxian and an Athenian have read Anaxilas’ 
epitaph somewhat differently?51   
Readers  
Scholars of epigram, particularly those who focus upon later ‘book epigram,’ have devoted a 
great deal of study to the relationship between author, epigram, and readers. Conspicuous are the 
examples of epigrams that cast a reading scenario, employing, for example, a vocative address, 
or a dialogic structure.52 It is important, however, for a scholar to clarify what sort of reader he is 
discussing at one time or another.  
D. Meyer has well applied to epigram a theoretical framework largely borrowed from W. Iser 
to sketch a typology of readers, and I follow her lead.53 There is the “real reader” (or 
“empirical”), a historical individual who actually reads the text. When Herodotus, for example, 
quotes an inscribed epigram, we have evidence that he was a real reader of it. There can also be a 
“fictive reader,” who could, for example, be directly addressed in the text, and the “implied 
                                                
51 Cf. Day (2010) 16-17 who reconstructs reperformances and reader’s responses on the basis of what the author’s 
intention appears to have been.  
52 See Tueller (2008) on speakers in epigram, and Day (2018) on dialogic structure in epigrams, building on 
Kauppinen (2015; non vidi).   
53 Meyer (2005) 10-14, building especially on Iser (1994).  
 21 
reader” or “reader-role.”54 Finally, we may speak of the “intended reader,” the one whom the 
author envisioned when composing the text.55 
We shall soon turn to address real readers and literacy, but I add first a slight modification or 
expansion of Meyer’s typology. Sometimes, the fictive reader and the intended reader may be 
identical. For example, the early funerary epigram for one Tet(t)ichos, inscribed on a marble 
base from Sepolia in Attica, begins as follows: 
CEG 13 (ca. 575-50?) 
[εἴτε ἀστό]ς τις ἀνὲρ εἴτε χσένος | ἄλοθεν ἐλθὸν ⁝ 
Τέτιχον οἰκτίρα|ς ἄνδρ’ ἀγαθὸν παρίτο, ⁝ 
“[Whether] someone who is an [asto]s or a xenos coming from elsewhere, pass by in lamentation 
of Tet(t)ichos, a good man...” 
The fictive reader addressed in the text is defined in civic terms–whether astos or xenos–and we 
may, I think, reasonably conclude that these categories cover also the author’s intended 
readership. In this sense, I will sometimes also refer to the “inscribed reader.” I acknowledge, 
however, that the ancient author and authorizers of this text were aware that the physical context 
of the epigram imposed certain practical limitations on the breadth of its intended, inscribed 
readership. In fact, these limitations help to render more precisely the fictive reader: the generic 
astos means townsman of this asty, specifically the one associated with the location of the 
inscription. Even here we may reasonably wonder whether the author had in mind other intended 
readers who are neither fictive nor inscribed: for example, do we infer from the formulation [εἴτε 
ἀστό]ς τις ἀνὲρ εἴτε χσένος that women and children were not intended readers (cf. my 
                                                
54 The latter is distinguished as purely a characteristic of the text (e.g., speaker A) that is, however, unmarked in the 
text.  
55 There is also the “ideal reader,” one who perfectly reads and captures the author’s intended meaning. Apart from 
being a category without any membership, it is somewhat extraneous for our purposes, since author-centered 
criticism already addresses it. 
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discussion of Mnasitheios’ stele in Chapter 3)? At any rate, any of the above–the fictive, 
intended, and inscribed reader–could have also been a real reader, a category to which we soon 
turn. 
As the example of Tet(t)ichos’ epigram shows, context matters. By this, I often mean 
physical context, but the implications can be various. An epigram that employs a deictic phrase 
like ‘I stand along this road’ will be immediately grasped by a reader standing on a road and 
reading this epigram. This too bears on our reconstructions of readings. D. Meyer, for example, 
compares the “private reading” of later book epigram with the experience of reading an inscribed 
epigram or hearing it in a group.56 J. Day expands upon this distinction to sketch some of the 
hypothetical reader-situations in which inscribed epigram may have been read.57  
As we shall see, the reconstruction and appreciation of the ancient context–especially 
physical and topographical–can inform our readings. And, as I have already indicated, while 
inscribed epigrams are products of specific historical moments, they are intended to speak to 
future audiences. As such, a diachronic perspective should also inform our discussion of ancient 
reception. A stone monument bearing an epigram may have had a fixed text, in a fixed location, 
but its context–physical, social, historical, and so on–changed around it.58 
1.2.4 Literacy: Writing and Reading Inscribed Poetry 
I begin from a somewhat broad perspective. The role of writing in the transmission of early 
poetry, as well as its influence on the very nature of that poetry, has been the subject of much, 
often polarized, scholarly debate. There are those such as E. Pöhlmann who emphasize the 
                                                
56 Meyer (2005) 5-6, contrasting (5 n. 11) Gutzwiller (1998) 3, who diminishes the similarity, arguing that verse 
inscriptions were not really viewed as literature in the way that later book epigram was. 
57 Day (2010) 64-75. 
58 Day (forthcoming) discusses the “spatial dynamics” of inscribed epigram. In Chapter 2 in particular, I shall 
discuss such an approach to the dialogue–whether complementary or competitive–between epigrams inscribed on 
monuments. I will engage in particular with Ma (2013).  
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evidence for an extensive circulation of written texts already in the Archaic period,59 whereas 
others such as A. Ford minimize the role of written texts by distinguishing simple transcriptions, 
which only serve as prompts for oral performance, from later “textualization,” where the written 
text is read but not performed.60  
As we shall see in Chapter 3, inscribed epigram is relevant to such debates. R. Janko, for 
example, has argued that epigrams like that on the Cup of Nestor attest to the diffusion of epic 
poetry via alphabetic writing.61 On the other hand, J. Gaunt has recently proposed that vessels 
inscribed with verse that seems ad hoc attests to the inscriber’s fluency in oral, improvisational 
poetry.62 Gaunt’s treatment, however, supposes a distinction between ‘literate’ poetry and ‘oral’ 
improvisation that may not be valid: these specimens of ‘orality’ are, after all, written down. 
What status does such a written text–however we describe its generation–have for its readers? As 
we shall see in Chapter 3, some of our earliest epigrams indicate that their authors anticipated 
their readerly reception. Below, I shall address some of the pragmatics of reading epigram in a 
society that many scholars characterize as predominantly oral. 
But who actually read in antiquity? Ancient literacy–or literacies–is relevant to our 
discussion of the reception of inscribed epigram.63 Recent work has moved beyond intractable 
questions about historic rates of literacy to consider literacies in the plural and to account for 
regional variation, as well as variation between different social strata.64 R. Thomas distinguishes 
several different kinds of literacy (e.g., banking, name literacy) but proposes a particular 
distinction between private and public literacies, the latter essentially tied to democratic Athens, 
                                                
59 Pöhlmann (1990) 11-30. 
60 Ford (2003) 15-37. 
61 Janko (2015) 1-7. 
62 Gaunt (2014) 101-24. 
63 Bodel (2001) 15-19 offers an overview.  
64 See Nieddu (2004) on varying levels of literacy; Thomas (1995) on law and inscription; Meyer (1993), Hedrick 
(1999), Sickinger (2009), Taylor (2011) on various aspects of the Athenian epigraphic habit(s); Osborne (2009) on 
non-Athenian epigraphic habits. 
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where she highlights diachronic change.65 Addressing perceptions of a strong aristocratic bias in 
early verse inscriptions, W. Harris, while arguing for a low level of literacy in the Archaic 
period, has observed that “the skill was certainly not confined to aristocrats or a class of 
specialists.”66  
Our limited evidence is, frankly, ambiguous. As we have seen, for example, the task of 
defining the elite or aristocracy is very difficult, and, in general, it is not even agreed what counts 
as evidence in such debates. Here I shall comment briefly upon the debate concerning 
epigraphical literacy, especially the question of whether inscribed epigram was read, with what 
frequency, and by what sort of readership.  
We turn, then, to the real readers of inscribed epigram. P. Bing’s “Un-Read Muse” may be 
taken as representative of one pole in the debate about the frequency with which inscribed 
epigram was read in antiquity.67 Adducing what he claims to be the indifference to inscriptions in 
literary sources and the sheer conventionality of many inscribed epigrams in contrast to the allure 
of epic,68 he cites practical obstacles to widespread reading, such as an inscription’s fixity to a 
single location and the alleged lack of reader-friendliness in the layout of inscriptions.69  
The other pole of this debate may be represented by J. Day, who counters arguments 
concerning reader-friendliness with documentation of efforts on the part of masons and 
dedicators to attract and guide the reading of dedicatory epigrams;70 and, although 
                                                
65 Thomas (2009) 13-45; also (1989) and (1992). Harris (1989) 7-8 distinguishes differently, between scribal and 
craftsman’s literacy.  
66 Harris (1989) 48. 
67 Bing (2009) 116-46: I cite from the updated version of the article, which originally appeared in 2002. Bing builds 
in particular upon Walsh (1991) 77-105, who doubts that epitaphs were widely read and highlights Callimachus’ 
play with the rhetoric of inscribed epigram.    
68 Bing (2009) 125-140.  
69 Bing (2009) 121-25, 136-37. 
70 Day (2010) 29-59, 76-84. 
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acknowledging that epigram-reading is not well documented in our literary sources, he finds 
evidence as early as Homer and Sappho for epigraphic literacy.71  
To supplement Day’s approach to the epigraphical evidence, I here offer some 
methodological criticisms of Bing’s article. I will then comment in brief on the relevance of real 
readers for my study.  
In his rich and detailed article, Bing treats ‘antiquity’ broadly, for it is his argument that it is 
only after antiquity that literary descriptions of people encountering and reading inscribed 
monuments become at all common.72 A drawback to this approach is the risk of 
overgeneralization: in order to show how exceptional and abnormal it was to read inscriptions in 
antiquity, Bing adduces an anecdote from Cicero (Tusc. Disp. 5.64-66), wherein Cicero 
zealously tracks down the tomb of Archimedes in Syracuse based on some verses he 
remembered that he had heard were inscribed on it, despite the local Syracusians’ insistence that 
they knew of no such tomb–and, we infer, no such inscribed verses.73 But Cicero’s tale 
highlights his own liberal education (note his knowledge of the inscribed verses, quosdam 
senariolos, from memory [5.64]),74 in contrast to the sad decadence of Syracuse, which was once 
so great (nobilissima Graeciae ciuitas, quondam uero etiam doctissima [5.66]), and he does this 
in the context of criticizing the tyrant Dionysius.75 It hardly seems reasonable to extrapolate, as 
Bing does, from Cicero’s caricature of contemporary Syracusians a widespread indifference to 
reading epigrams throughout antiquity. 
                                                
71 Day (2010) 59-73.  
72 Bing (2009) 116-46. 
73 Bing (2009) 138-39. 
74 Cf. Cicero’s immediately subsequent appeal to the man of modest familiarity with the Muses: qui modo cum 
Musis, id est cum humanitate et cum doctrina ... (5.66). 
75 As Cicero puts it, it takes the fellow from Arpinum to teach the Syracusians about their own sharp ancestor’s 
memorial, ita nobilissima Graeciae ciuitas, quondam uero etiam doctissima, sui ciuis unius acutissimi monumentum 
ignorasset, nisi ab homine Arpinate didicisset (5.66). 
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As Bing acknowledges, his argument is largely from silence: a paucity of ancient literary 
descriptions of reading inscriptions does not prove that such reading did not occur, but Bing 
leads one to think that we should expect there to be more evidence in our literary sources if 
reading was a widespread phenomenon. But why should this be so?  
When Bing turns to the poets of Hellenistic book epigram, he infers from their evident 
familiarity with inscribed epigram that there was some uptick in interest in inscribed epigram, 
but this increase he restricts to “exceptional persons,” viz., the Hellenistic epigrammatists.76 But 
we expect a writer of book epigram to be aware of inscribed epigram and the habits of reading 
them if he is to exploit these.  
When Bing detects in scenes of inscription reading in the Life of Aesop and Xenophon’s 
Ephesian Tale a “nascent taste for inscribed epigram” on the part of the everyman, is it not 
relevant that such works are among the earliest extant to portray–or purport to portray–precisely 
the lives of the everyman?77 In both cases, Bing risks committing the fallacy of presuming that 
the first attestation of a phenomenon is also the first occurrence. The presence or absence of 
descriptions of inscription reading in literary sources may tell us something about the 
preoccupations of a particular genre or author, but such descriptions should not be construed as 
documentary evidence.   
As for the material evidence that inscriptions were read, I suggest that it is more revealing of 
relatively widespread reading than Bing allows. He observes with fairness that “even early on 
                                                
76 Bing (2009) 141. 
77 Compare the Aesopic fable (fab. 14 Perry) in which a monkey, while debating nobility of birth with a fox, groans 
in dismay when he identifies the tombstones of his slavish ancestors. The clever fox advises him to lie since the 
deceased will not get up and refute him. We do not conclude from this that contemporary monkeys had begun 
reading inscriptions while other animals did not. In fairness to Bing’s approach, perhaps we should infer that certain 
people at this time did not read inscriptions, or that, if they did, they did not connect them closely with their own 
present lives. Compare my discussion of the Peisistratid altar epigram in Chapter 4. 
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[...] there were exceptions. For not all inscriptions are created equal.” One of the “exceptions” 
that he highlights is graffiti.78  
In the case of graffiti, we know that some of the earliest examples, such as the Theran erastic 
graffiti (IG XII.3 536-37, 540, 543, 573, 767) from the late eighth or early seventh century, were 
read, and we know this because readers, prompted by an initial inscription, added their own 
graffiti in response.79 Bing acknowledges this fact, but continues with his argument: “while 
readers may have been receptive to certain kinds of inscription as a result of cultural 
conditioning or personal inclination, it appears they reacted to the great mass of such texts 
differently–or, better, indifferently” (emphasis mine).80 This conclusion demands of the material, 
that is, of non-graffiti inscriptions, evidence that it should not be expected to provide. How often 
would the reader of an inscribed tombstone or dedication have been prompted to augment or 
alter the inscription?81  
It is, as Bing himself highlights, the special ‘low’ status of graffiti that permitted its readerly 
reception to be preserved in the archaeological record. The fact that such evidence is lacking for 
other inscriptions should not surprise and should not be taken as any indication of the frequency 
with which such inscriptions were read. And, as Taylor has recently noted, how often does a 
                                                
78 Bing (2009) 120-21 (quotation 120). 
79 Langdon (2015) has identified (and published a handful of) over 1,200 Archaic graffiti in the Voula and Vari 
areas of Attica and attributes them to herders. When these are all published, they will doubtless reinvigorate old 
debates about literacy in the Archaic period, especially regarding its prevalence among lower social strata.  
80 Bing (2009) 121. 
81 In fact, we have rather more evidence of even this practice than one might expect: see, for example, Blanck (1969) 
on the Hellenistic and Roman period habit of reusing old statues as honorific portrait dedications; several of his 
examples are statue bases with original Archaic or Classical inscriptions that were reinscribed with the later 
honorific dedication. For example, the epigram and sculptors’ signature from an Acropolis dedication (CEG 272, ca. 
470-60?) was augmented with a Roman-period inscription (IG II2 4168) that appears below the signature: this 
strongly indicates that the original epigram was still read in the Roman period, for the reinscription was placed with 
respect to the first inscription. Shear (2007) 221-46 offers a recent study, and she argues that reinscribed bases that 
do not have the earlier text erased indicate that the old text had some connection with the later one (i.e., the older 
text was part of the message of the new honorific dedication). See further on CEG 272/ IG II2 4168 in Chapter 4 n. 
99 (cf. Chapter 2 n. 158).  
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pedestrian on a modern street read even graffiti without also adding a tag in response?82 Surely 
inscriptions of all kinds will have been read with greater–not less–frequency than the material 
record indicates.  
I have attempted to show that we have reached an impasse in debates about the identity and 
number of real readers of inscribed epigram in antiquity. Accordingly, when I speak of the 
reading and interpretation done by real ancient readers, I will, of necessity, mostly be speaking 
about hypothetical real readers, but these too can be characterized in various ways (as above, 
where I spoke of hypothetical Athenian and Naxian readers of Anaxilas’ epitaph).  
Let us turn now to consider finally some of the pragmatics of ancient writing and reading.83 
E. Bakker may be taken as representative of a trend to understand ancient reading as a performed 
speech act, which Day in particular has applied to the study of epigram. Bakker took as his foil 
R. Jakobson, arguing that efforts like his to conceive of language as a container for meaning 
between sender and receiver were fundamentally inadequate. In Bakker’s view, a writer in 
seventh century Greece could not even have conceived of transmitting an idea via writing, for 
writing was then only a medium of fixation of something already known.84 Bakker sums things 
up as follows (also quoted in part by Day):  
“Who writes in Archaic Greece, then, is concerned not with the transmission of messages to 
readers (the text being a container for these contents), but with the fixation, and thereby the 
preservation, of what binds container and content together into an indissoluble whole, that is, 
speech. Similarly “reading” a text that is meant to represent (authoritative) speech is very 
different from processing information and adding it to one’s knowledge–base. If a text owes its 
                                                
82 Taylor (2016) 43 n. 33. 
83 Raubitschek (1968) and Svenbro (1993) are important earlier studies.  
84 Bakker (1993) 5-6; Day (2010) 22-24. 
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existence to the authority of a (public) statement, then “reading” the representation of this 
statement is nothing other than the re-enactment of it, or better its reactivation.”85 
 Bakker asserts that such speech assumed authoritativeness by virtue of its written form, and 
R. Thomas, in a different way, comes to a similar conclusion. For Thomas, while early 
inscriptional writing served the spoken or sung word, it was not primarily for the purpose of 
storing the “message” of an oral utterance–the inscription had a symbolic function that was but 
one component of a memorial.  
As I argue in Chapter 4, by the late Archaic period, at least, epigrams functioned explicitly as 
message-bearers, for this is how they are sometimes characterized within the text itself. But this 
is not, I think, entirely an innovation of the later sixth century. As I show in Chapter 3, some of 
our very earliest epigrams, including those of Nestor’s Cup and the Dipylon oinochoe, betray the 
fact that they are specifically intended to convey information (a message) to readers. Sometimes, 
these messages are very simple–the recognition of an individual’s name and his or her professed 
ownership of a vessel, for example. But even among these early texts it is clear that these are not 
bits of pre-existing knowledge that are written down purely for the sake of preservation. Rather, 
these texts are conceived specifically to bear a message transmitted in written form.86   
I do not, however, reject the approach of Bakker and Day that appreciates how reading 
epigram could serve as a representation, reperformance, or reenactment of speech.87 But I do 
believe that some of Jakobson’s basic parameters remain useful: it is necessary to consider the 
                                                
85 Bakker (1993) 16; Day (2010) 22. 
86 Compare, in brief, Furley (2010) 155-56, who argues, in partial disagreement with Day, that votive epigrams have 
a “biographical” component, in that they “walk a tight-rope between the private and the public. On the one hand, the 
monuments they adorn are public – assuming access to the sanctuary concerned is not restricted – whilst on the other 
they record personal religious history.” I adopt a similar analysis in Chapter 4 in discussion of mnemata.   
87 Day (2018) develops a formulation offered by Aloni (2009), who in part accounts for the prevalence of the elegiac 
metre in funerary epigram from the 6th c. on by identifying elegy as a medium that could express authoritative 
points of view by exerting a strong communicative force on its audience. Day builds upon this insight by 
highlighting how monument and physical context worked to reinforce the communicative power of elegy.  
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poet, poem, and audience (addresser, message, addressee, in Jakobson’s terms), as well as the 
purposes or functions of the communication.88 Poetry is, by its nature, multi-functional, and 
since Greek poetry of all times could be reperformed, potentially on various occasions before 
various audiences, that multi-functionality is also multivalent. In the case of epigram, which was 
specifically designed to be re-read or reperformed, this becomes all the more clear. Authors of 
epigrams did not simply transcribe oral utterances in a move to preserve them and lend them 
authority: they employed the new technology of alphabetic writing in order to communicate a 
message to their readers, their public.   
1.3 Chapter Summary 
In Chapter two, I will first explore some of the terminological, conceptual, and interpretive 
problems involved when categorizing epigrams as public or private. I suggest that a useful 
interpretive approach will consider such texts and monuments as ancient viewer-readers will 
have done; to this end, I offer a sketch of ancient Greek concepts of public and private. I then 
turn to apply this approach to two case studies, a cemetery at Corcyra and one at Ambracia, 
where I read the epigrams in dialogue with one another and their contexts.  
In Chapter three, we move to the supposedly ‘private’ space of the symposium; there we 
study some of our earliest alphabetic texts from Greece. Theognis initially provides our frame of 
reference, introducing themes of ownership, theft, reading, and reperformance. These, I argue, 
are themes native to the symposium, and the epigrams there composed reflect this. I then turn to 
study the social relationships that are indicated and sometimes verbally expressed by such 
epigrams. I focus in particular upon philia, and, after sketching a picture of this discourse, I turn 
to consider its expression in other contexts, particularly that of the grave. I conclude with a study 
                                                
88 Jakobson (1960) 350-77. Examples of the “function,” in Jakobson’s terms, are the referential, conative, and 
emotive functions, though I do not dwell on this linguistic mode of analysis. 
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of the word philemosyne, which belongs to the sympotic discourse of philia but also appears in 
an interestingly broad variety of epigrams. It is understood throughout that “the symposium” is 
not a stable monolith, and, as the expressions of philia in other contexts suggests, it was not as 
‘private’ as some have supposed. 
Finally, in Chapter four, our chronological focus shifts to the end of the Archaic period and 
its aftermath. Simonides is introduced as a figure particularly associated with perceived changes 
in epigrammatic commemoration, especially concerning ‘public’ epigram. There, I consider 
epigrams that might be characterized as political or historical in nature, and I consider the 
applicability of concepts of authority to the study of these texts. I highlight newly discovered and 
neglected poems alongside more familiar ones in order to show how diverse individuals 
attempted to memorialize themselves via mnemata, as well as to indicate the complex processes 
by which such texts were received or rejected by their readers.  
1.4 Conventions 
In quoting epigraphical texts, I employ standard sigla but follow Hansen’s practice and print 
verses as lines, indicating line-divisions in the inscription with |. When I refer to a ‘line,’ I 
normally mean a line of the inscription, whereas I use the word ‘verse’ to refer to a line of verse. 
I often print Hansen’s text of an epigram, but sometimes I prefer that of IG or another edition; I 
have tried to indicate parenthetically other significant editions of inscriptions, but I do not give 
full bibliographies.  
Sometimes the text I print is identical with no standard edition, and in these cases I note and 
explain my readings. Where necessary, I give a relatively full epigraphical and critical apparatus, 
but I do not do so when it does not bear at all on my discussion (these are available in the 
editions I cite, and I have consulted them). I have not felt compelled to cite and dismiss every 
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suggested reading, supplement, or interpretation with which I disagree: to do so would have been 
impractical, and wrong readings do not deserve to be rehashed simply because they have 
appeared in print. In non-epigraphical texts, iota adscript and subscript are typically reproduced 
in accordance with the edition consulted.    
For dates, I normally adopt those given in the edition I cite; in practice, this means that the 
authority is often ultimately L. H. Jeffery. Dates are usually based on some combination of 
historical, epigraphical, and archaeological considerations. It is no secret that a dating such as 
“550-500?” is tentative and approximate: the question mark is significant. In some instances, I 
comment in detail on controversies of dating (sometimes opinions vary by more than century), 
but in most cases this is not central to my argument. All ancient dates are BC unless stated 
otherwise. 
Marks of accentuation, which of course do not appear in the inscriptions themselves, are 
given as in most editions, in accord with the familiar koine system. I follow this convention even 
in the case of texts in a dialect (e.g., Doric) for which we have ancient evidence for a different 
system of accentuation. Such evidence–the proscriptions of ancient grammarians and the papyri 
of some early authors–is limited, of uncertain antiquity, and may not apply universally (e.g., 
within every branch of Doric).89 But, as with my discussion of Anaxilas’ epigram, above, one 
should consider that, say, a Doric speaker and an Ionic speaker may have read the same epigram 
somewhat differently.  
I have tried to provide an English translation of every Greek text that I quote. I have aimed at 
literal translation (admittedly, an impossible goal) rather than an elegant or poetic one. I follow 
the Greek word order as closely as English can permit, but this is often not very close. I use 
                                                
89 For the accentuation of Doric, see Ahrens (1843) 26-35, Meister (1883), and, more recently, Hinge (2006) 122-37 
and alkman.glossa.dk/akzent.html, with references.  
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parentheses to indicate places where English words must be employed that do not directly reflect 
anything in the Greek; square brackets are used as they are in the Greek, to indicate words that 
are supplied by the editor in a lacunose text; sometimes a word in brackets is preceded by a 
question mark, which indicates somewhat lower confidence that the word is supplied correctly.  
Some words (e.g., mnema, agalma) I merely transliterate without supplying a translation 
(often, however, I will discuss the semantics of such key words). I do this because translating 
such words with a single English approximation can be very difficult and indeed misleading, and 
it is useful to be reminded that we are studying a language and culture alien to our own. A 
transliteration in a quotation reflects any dialect form in the original, but the Attic-Ionic form is 
used in discussion (e.g. “dear proxenos of the damos,” but “the role of the demos in this 
inscription”). I usually transliterate proper names without Latinizing them (e.g., Menekrates, not 
Menecrates), but I do not do so in the case of very well known ones, like Thucydides. This is, I 
admit, an inconsistent practice, and sometimes the choice is arbitrary.  
Abbreviations for works frequently cited are explained in the bibliography. For the sake of 
concision, archaeological reports are usually cited only in the notes and do not appear in the 
bibliography; in no way do I intend thereby to diminish the work of these archaeologists.  
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CHAPTER 2: PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EPIGRAM: MODERN AND ANCIENT 
READINGS 
 
In this chapter, I will lay out the terminological and conceptual issues involved in 
interpreting epigram as a public or private phenomenon. As we shall see, epigraphic corpora 
have long categorized epigrams as either public or private, and, although the criteria employed 
are not always made clear, the distinction is often based on editors’ assumption about who 
commissioned, and/or paid for the inscription. I will show how such a dichotomy distorts 
interpretations of these texts, and I will suggest a more fruitful interpretive approach, employing 
ancient concepts of “public” and “private.”  
‘Public’ epigram (as defined in epigraphic corpora),1 in particular, has been tied above all 
with Athens and the political transformations of the late Archaic period: some of the best known 
examples are those inscribed on funerary monuments for the collective war dead. The large 
epigraphical output of Athens and the connection of that output with Athenian democracy and 
empire, as a change away from ‘private,’ aristocratic, commemoration of the Archaic period, 
looms large in scholarship.2 I do not here aim to engage directly with such large issues; rather, I 
hope to show how we may re-read our evidence–inscribed epigram–in its contexts, in the way 
that ancient readers might have done. Similarly, I aim to replace with such readings pernicious 
modern judgments of literary quality that are explicitly based on the problematic public/private 
                                                
1 In the discussion that follows, I use ‘public’ and ‘private’ (with inverted commas) to indicate the standard use of 
these words (or their Latin equivalents) in epigraphical publications. 
2 See Irwin (2005) 67-81 on private/elite vs. public/polis-oriented epigram. Powell (1991) 182 states that the earliest 
known inscriptions (down to 650) are all “private”; because they are silent about the polis and public affairs, he 
concludes that either there was no polis or it did not yet use the alphabet; cf. Bodel (2001) 10-11. See Stupperich 
(1977) on the collective burial and Cleisthenic democracy; Clairmont (1983) 1: 8 comments that “the lack of the 
involvement of the city as governmental institution in the burial is due in Athens foremost to political 
circumstances.” Similarly, Lougovaya (2004) 84-143 suggests that a new genre of “commemorative” inscription 
was created at Athens after Cleisthenes (her argument that public epitaphs began only ca. 460 must be modified in 
light of the new Marathon epitaph found at Eva Loukou [SEG 56.430], discussed in Chapter 4). In a careful recent 
treatment that accounts for the interplay between “public” and “private” modes of commemorating the war dead at 
Athens in the fifth century, Arrington (2015) almost entirely excludes discussion of the phenomenon outside of 
Athens or prior to the fifth century (but cf. 39 n. 81).  
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distinction. F. Cairns, for example, has recently opined that “high quality” epigrams “are likely 
to be public or quasi-public,” but with generosity he allows that “[a]n argument can occasionally 
be made for the merits of a private inscribed epigram.”3 How did ancient readers see the matter?   
The case studies that I have chosen, the epigrams from an Archaic cemetery at Corcyra and 
those from a late Archaic cemetery at Ambracia, will help to counterbalance the Athenocentric 
bias and will illustrate the problems inherent in employing modern categories of analysis. In both 
cases, I will then pursue readings that account for (inter alia) physical context and potential 
dialogue between monuments, in an attempt to recover ancient interpretations. First, I will 
document the modern approach, with particular reference to dedicatory epigram. In this way, I 
indicate how my observations can apply to different kinds of epigram, in various contexts. 
Part 1: Problem and Proposed Framework    
2.1 Public and Private: Modern Categories for Inscriptions 
A. Wallace-Hadrill, introducing a recent collected volume dedicated to inscriptions in the 
private sphere in the Greco-Roman world, remarks that the assembled authors “find themselves 
again and again coming up against problems of definition, above all of what constitutes the 
private in contrast to the public.”4 Wallace-Hadrill himself adduces the example of walls of 
private Roman houses facing a public city street: such a place defies easy categorization as either 
a public or private space. So too do the dipinti upon such walls defy categorization as either 
private or public texts: they are manifestly intended for a public audience, but they were placed 
on privately-owned walls (with or without permission of the owner) and made or financed by 
various individuals, such as partisan rogatores.5  
                                                
3 Cairns (2016) 314; the opacity of “quasi-public” indicates the terminological problem.  
4 Wallace-Hadrill (2016) 1. 
5 Wallace-Hadrill (2016) 1-4.  
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I would add that, in the Roman sphere, where use of the English word “public” may 
encourage an association with political affairs (res publicae), it may not be very helpful to 
categorize both electoral programmata and gladiatorial advertisements as public. That is, our 
definitional problems have to do not only with our evaluation of ‘difficult’ locations or the 
possible slippage between those responsible for the composition or inscription of a text and the 
audience of that text, but also with the conceptual evaluation of what a given text is.6 One of the 
issues that I shall address in this chapter is that of analyzing a text on the basis of its 
classification by modern scholars as either public or private.    
C. Taylor, in a chapter closer chronologically and geographically to my own focus than that 
of Wallace-Hadrill, identifies three categories that could be the basis for a private/public 
dichotomy: location (where a text was set up), production (who was responsible for the 
composition and/or carving of a text), and audience (the intended audience of a text).7 Her own 
study, on graffiti in an Attic house, focuses primarily on location and audience, and this is 
reasonable, since little can be conjectured about the identity of those who produced the texts that 
she studies. She demonstrates continuity, however, between name-graffiti in private (i.e. 
domestic) locations and those in public ones (i.e. on exposed hills) and demonstrates the hazard 
of assuming the equivalence of domestic and private space.8 
Such reconsiderations of basic definitional problems are salutary, and Taylor’s difficulty in 
addressing the production criterion–i.e. who was responsible for composing/carving a text–is 
noteworthy. For, when we consider the organization of standard epigraphic corpora, one of the 
                                                
6 As Wallace-Hadrill (2016) 1 also observes, most modern European languages (i.e., those most commonly used by 
scholars of the Greco-Roman world) derive their vocabulary–private/public, privato/pubblico–from Latin 
privatus/publicus. Hence, use of English “public” in scholarship on, e.g., Archaic Greece, may infelicitously invite 
an association with the semantics of Latin publicus. Similarly, as I point out below, n. 15, scholarship written in 
Latin is obliged to employ the Latin semantics, and this can be misleading.    
7 Taylor (2016) 32-33.  
8 Taylor (2016) 33-46.  
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most common means of categorization is the public-private dichotomy. To be sure, these corpora 
require some method of organization, but the criteria used are often left unarticulated, such that 
inscriptions may be assigned to a category arbitrarily or the categories may cause confusion for 
readers.  
To trace briefly the roots of the practice of epigraphists, let us take the example of an early 
epigraphic publication, the first volume of Inscriptiones Graecae (1873), whose editor, A. 
Kirchhoff, does remark upon his principles of organization for his edition, which covers 
inscriptions from Attica older than the Euclidian reform of 403.  
Kirchhoff, in his praemonenda, attributes to the age of the inscriptions that he edits “a certain 
native and uncorrupted simplicity of habits and of private and public custom, which, since it 
redounds also to the nature and character of the monuments, renders the borders and divisions of 
individual categories so definite and obvious that there was scarcely any room for doubt about 
correctly establishing the order of presentation.”9 What Kirchhoff asserts, in other words, is that 
the inscriptional output of pre-403 Attica closely adheres to certain norms that allow for its easy 
categorization. As he makes clear elsewhere, such adherence to norms breaks down when one 
considers inscriptions from other places and eras (cf. “native and uncorrupted simplicity”), so the 
claimed identification of definite “private and public custom,” assuming for the moment such a 
claim is valid, may not be possible in other contexts.10  
                                                
9 IG I vi: “Quo negotio ut paucis liceat perfungi, facit eius aetatis, qua monumenta hoc volumine comprehensa 
exarata sunt, morum consuetudinisque privatae et publicae nativa quaedam et incorrupta simplicitas, quae quum 
etiam ad monumentorum naturam atque indolem redundaverit, generum singulorum fines et discrimina tam reddidit 
certa et manifesta, ut de dispositionis ordine recte instituendo dubitationi locus vix usquam sit relictus.”  
10 Kirchhoff (IG I v), in defense of the division of the Attic material into three periods (the second running to the 
period of Augustus, the third though the Roman era), asserts that there was a “change of public and private affairs 
and a transformation of the character of the times over these periods at Athens, such that the character and nature of 
the monuments too left indications of this change and transformation” (“Ea enim facta est per has aetates Athenis 
rerum publicarum et privatarum conversio eaque seculorum ingenii mutatio, ut etiam monumentorum indoles atque 
natura expressa earum referat vestigia”).  
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The confidence with which Kirchhoff speaks of “private and public custom” indicates how 
for him this polarity is natural and straightforward: there is no need for him to define what he 
means by “private” or “public,” much less to argue for the distinction at all. It is in two of his 
five categories of inscriptions (excluding the sixth, fragmenta incerta) that the subdivision into 
“monumenta publica” and “monumenta privata” is explicitly made: dedicatory and funerary 
inscriptions.11 According to the calculations of Stoddart and Whitley, dedicatory and funerary 
inscriptions both far outnumber the legal texts from Attica during the period 700-480,12 so those 
two categories certainly contain the majority of the Archaic material in Kirchhoff’s edition. 
There are only nine public dedicatory inscriptions, but ten times as many private ones (IG I 341-
431). What are the criteria by which he assigned an inscription to the one class or the other? One 
example is instructive. 
The “public” inscription IG I 335 (IG I3 506) is a marble base for a bronze statue from the 
Propylaia bearing a dedication by the “Athenians to Athena Hygieia,” followed by the statue-
maker’s signature: Ἀθεναῖοι τε͂ι Ἀθεναίαι τε͂ι Ὑγιείαι. | Πύρρος ἐποίησεν Ἀθεναῖος.13 
Adducing Plutarch’s Life of Pericles (13.13), which recounts how the statesman dedicated a 
bronze statue of Athena Hygieia in connection with the construction of the Propylaia, Kirchhoff 
identifies the inscription with Pericles’ dedication. He endorses Ross’ resolution of the apparent 
conflict between the inscription, which specifies the Athenians, and Plutarch’s account, which 
makes Pericles himself the dedicator: “the statue, vowed privately by Pericles, was made at 
                                                
11 The other three categories, “decreta senatus populi pagorum,” “tabulae magistratuum,” and “termini,” Kirchhoff 
presumably conceived of as exclusively public.  
12 Stoddart and Whitley (1988) 763-64: 349 dedications, 55 gravestones, 6 legal texts. Most numerous are graffiti 
and dipinti, but these include texts on pottery (which are excluded from IG). These figures are out of date, but the 
greatest change in proportions will be among graffiti: Langdon (2015) 49 has identified more than 1,200 graffiti in 
the Vari and Voula areas of Attica, and he dates (54-56) these prior to 500 and attributes (56-57) them to herders.  
13 IG I3 506: “Athenians to Athena Hygieia (dedicated me/this). Pyrrhos the Athenian made (me/it).   
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public expense and publicly dedicated.”14 We may infer that Kirchhoff categorized this 
inscription as public because it was supposed to have been publicly financed and dedicated by 
the state.15 The basis for these suppositions was the word Ἀθεναῖοι, which identifies the 
dedicators. It is worth remarking that this method of analysis continues in the third edition of IG 
I, and the assertion is there so strongly made that the dedication is public that Plutarch is outright 
refuted on this point.16   
But if we consider the first of Kirchhoff’s nine public dedications, the criterion of production 
(i.e., who authorized and/or paid for an inscription) is apparently violated. IG I 332, from a stele 
dedicated at Eleusis (ca. 550?, per IG I3 991), is an epigram comprised of three hexameters, but I 
cite the portion of the text relevant at present. Kirchhoff, who adopted Boeckh’s text (CIG 27), 
printed (in regularized orthography): Δήμῳ Ἀθηναίων ἀ[νέθηκεν | ἐὼν Ἑ]καλῆθεν / 
Ἀλκίφρων ... (“Alkiphron, who is from Hekale, dedicated to the demos of the Athenians...”). 
Later editors have tended to diverge in important ways from this text; IG I3 991 prints: δέμοι 
Ἀθεναίον ἄ[ρχον] | στέλας καδέθεκεν / Ἀλκίφρον (“Alkiphron, as (or while) archon for the 
demos of the Athenians, set down stelai...” [the underlined letters were lost since the 
inscription’s discovery]). I am not here concerned with the correct text but with the editors’ 
conception of the texts that they print.  
In both versions, it is clear that Alkiphron was responsible for the dedication. Why, then, did 
Kirchhoff classify his text as public? The only answer I can offer is the fact that, in his text, the 
demos is the recipient of the dedication. No matter that such a form of dedication is unparalleled 
                                                
14 IG I 335: “Statuam a Pericle privatim votam publica impensa factam et publice dedicatam esse Rossius intellexit.” 
15 I note but leave aside the slight opacity of the phrase “publice dedicatam”: I suppose that Kirchhoff did not mean 
the adverb in the post-classical sense “palam.” My literal English translation, “publicly dedicated,” on the other 
hand, more naturally denotes “openly,” i.e. Latin “palam.” Cf. n. 6, above.   
16 IG I3 506: “Dedicatio publica, non (ut Plutarchus) Periclis ipsius fuit.” 
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(at least at this period);17 it appears that the inscription is public not on account of its dedicator 
but simply because “demos of the Athenians” appears somewhere in the text. The 
aforementioned criterion of production is clearly not necessary for the designation.  
Yet when we consider the text of IG I3 991, which is classified as private, the criterion of 
production appears to be violated in the opposite direction. Surely it would be no stretch to say 
that a dedication made explicitly by someone serving “as archon for the demos of the Athenians” 
was made with a claim of some public authority?18 Indeed, the verse-initial δέμοι Ἀθεναίον is 
emphatic, and the grammatical construction of ἄρχω with the dative noun, while attested in 
later, fifth- and fourth-century Attic inscriptions, is without parallel in contemporary dedicatory 
inscriptions.19 One can and should debate what the significance of such a claim of public 
authority might be, but this example again shows the difficulty of applying consistently the 
criterion of production.  
                                                
17 Wilhelm (1909) 28, who is responsible for the reinterpretation of line one accepted by later editors, suggests the 
supplement ἄ[ρχον] or ἄ[ρχσας] after observing that the dative requires another construction: “Eine Weihung an 
den Demos ist nicht gerade wahrscheinlich.” FH 49, however, adopting the aorist participle, argue that the dative is 
governed by both the participle and verb and translate “for the people of Athens Alciphron, their archon, set the 
goalposts....” But the examples cited in support (‘double’ dedications, to a city and divinity) are all much later, with 
the possible exception of FH 117 (Page FGE ‘Anacreon’ 13 [AP 6.142]), which could date to the fifth c.    
18 Lazzarini (1976) 311 no. 929, classifies the same inscription, with a text fundamentally similar to that of IG I3 
991, as a public dedication, under the sub-heading “dediche di magistrati,” but the phrasing of the inscription is 
unique (see my next note). The closest parallel among Lazzarini’s Attic magistrate-dedications (311-12, nos. 924-
35) for the expression is in the epigram of Hippias, son of Peisistratus, (no. 930 ~ IG I3 948 + Charami and Bardani 
[2011]) inscribed upon an altar for Pythian Apollo, which begins “this mnema of his rule” (μνε͂μα τόδε hε͂ς ἀρχε͂ς), 
on which see Chapter 4. Cf. Guarducci (1969) 132-34, who includes the mid-6th c. dedication to Apollo made by 
“Chares, the son of Klesis, ruler of Teichous(s)a” (I.Did. 6) among her examples of public votive dedications.  
19 Clinton (2008) 30 (ad I.Eleusis 3.1) refers to Meisterhans (1900) 210 no. 32 and Dow (1960) 284, but the 
examples they give, IG I3 285.2 (dated 421/0), II2 1237.10-11 (dated 396/5), and SEG 21.527.2 (dated 363/2), all 
with the dative Ἀθηναίοις (or Ἀθεν-), are expressions of archon-dates, and, as Dow ibid. points out, this locative use 
of the dative of the eponym is used to clarify to whom the archon belongs. Assuming that the participle is correctly 
restored in IG I3 991.1, one wonders why Alkiphron felt it important to specify that he was archon of the demos of 
the Athenians (the location of the dedication at Eleusis is presumably relevant). The closest parallel is in the 
dedicatory epigram of Akeratos from Thasos (CEG 416, dated ca. 525-500?), where the dedicator characterizes 
himself as one “who alone held rule (or served as archon) among the Thasians and Parians both” (ὃς Θασίοισιν καὶ 
Π[αρίοι]ς ἦρχσεν μο͂νος ἐν ἀνφοτέροις). (Lazzarini [1976] 314 no. 947 classifies it as a public magistrate-
dedication; CEG 416 does not label it a titulus publicus.) I will discuss this epigram further in Chapter 4.  
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To be sure, editors since Kirchhoff have been confronted with the need to articulate a rational 
means of classification. M. Guarducci argues for three broad categories as the basis for a 
coherent and orderly system: inscriptions of public character, those of private character, and 
those of sacral character. She observes that thus defined these are not firm boundaries (she gives 
the example of a decree or dedication of a city in honor of a single citizen), and in order to 
mitigate the sort of uncertainty that we saw above with the treatment of the inscription from 
Eleusis, she specifies that the system is strictly to be based on the consideration of whose 
initiative was responsible for making an inscription–that of a public entity, private person, or a 
sacral institution.20 In other words, she advocates explicitly for the same criterion (albeit with a 
third division, sacral institutions) that editors of IG seem to intend to follow.    
M. L. Lazzarini, in her careful study of the formulary language of Greek votive dedications, 
closely adheres to the principles advocated by Guarducci. First, she documents the various 
elements of the standard formula of private dedications, then she moves to “dedications of public 
character.” As it turns out, the essential formula of public dedications appears unchanged from 
that of private ones. For example, private dedications of the type ὁ δεῖνα τῷ θεῷ becomes, in 
the category of public dedications, the type οἱ δεῖνες τῷ θεῷ. Lazzarini does create another two 
categories of public inscriptions, but these merely highlight some peculiar examples that do not 
fundamentally alter the basic formula.21  
But one new public category in Lazzarini’s study, dedications by a magistrate, is noteworthy 
because it illustrates the problem of classification we saw above with the inscription from 
Eleusis. In one sense, such inscriptions belong to Guarducci’s category of private inscriptions, 
                                                
20 Guarducci (1967) 12-15.  
21 Lazzarini (1976) 156-57, dedications with a plural nominative (of a city-ethnic) but with an eponymous archon 
expressed in the genitive, nearly all of which come from Boeotia, and dedications by (nominative) colonies, a 
category which is comprised of only two inscriptions. 
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for they are made by individuals. But as Lazzarini defines it, the determining factor is mention of 
the dedicator’s status as a magistrate such as an archon or grammateus:22 although such a 
dedication is made by an individual, the magistrate-title indicates that the dedication was made in 
his capacity as a civic official.23 As I shall demonstrate below, however, the presence of a 
magistrate-title need not mean that the dedication was authorized or funded by the state.  
But if, to take the example of Lazzarini’s study, it seems possible to apply strictly the 
criterion of production, it is now worth returning to the question of whether that criterion is a 
meaningful one to make, and what the distinction between a public and private dedication (for 
example) might be. On the formal level, as Lazzarini’s work shows, there is little or no 
difference: οἱ δεῖνες is functionally equivalent to ὁ δεῖνα. Nor, I believe, can there be any 
consistent distinction in terms of quality or presentation (such as the stone used, size of letters, 
type of dedication, placement of the inscription, etc.). I shall develop this point further, but there 
is, for example, a great deal of variation among the fifth-century inscribed casualty lists for the 
collective Athenian war dead, and some of these bear similarities to ‘private’ gravestones.24  
We may recall the statue-base for Athena Hygieia from the Propylaia, discussed above. Had 
Pericles’ name appeared in place of that of the Athenians, would the form of the inscription or 
statue-dedication be changed in any other way? The answer is surely no: assuming that the 
identification of the inscription with Plutarch’s Pericles-dedication is correct, the same 
dedication is interchangeably private (on Plutarch’s interpretation, by the logic of modern 
                                                
22 Lazzarini (1976) 157-63. 
23 A final category covers dedications of victory-spoils, which have a form distinct from that of other dedications.  
24 On this issue, see the beginning of Chapter 4. I offer a few basic examples: sometimes a stele with a casualty list 
is accompanied by an epigram on the base, but sometimes the epigram is on the stele. The quality of stone and 
stone-carving is variable: the new Marathon stele from Eva Loukou (SEG 56.430), discussed in Chapter 4, has the 
epigram squeezed between the tribe-heading and names in cramped letters (cf. IG I3 1162.45-58 [~CEG 6, dated 
447, 440/39/38, 422/1, 409], which is squeezed at the bottom of a stele below a casualty list). The stele-form is not 
an invention of the ‘state’ or the democracy: compare, e.g., CEG 470 (=16a, near Piraeus, ca. 550-40?), a funerary 
epigram for one Autokleides, cited below (at n. 163), which is inscribed with great care on a well-finished stele of 
high-quality marble (fig. 8).    
 43 
editors) and public (on the reading of modern editors). On a formal level, a dedication by the 
Athenians, one by Pericles, or one by so-and-so, son of such-and-such are identical. On the other 
hand, if the dedication were by Pericles the strategos, such a distinction of title would surely be 
significant, and it would be desirable for scholars to highlight it as such in some fashion. I do 
not, however, believe that the polar label “public” would be the best means to do so, and below I 
shall sketch a conceptual frame that may be of some use.    
But, once the public/private categorization is made, it certainly affects further the modern 
interpretation of the inscription and monument. As I have noted, the editor of IG I3 takes the 
modern classification as grounds for disagreeing with Plutarch’s discussion of the Athena 
Hygieia dedication, but this procedure inverts the evidence and the analysis. Rather than 
beginning from the position that the monument is public and concluding from this that Plutarch 
is wrong that it was a “private” dedication by Pericles, surely we should ask why Plutarch 
thought it was a dedication made by Pericles–was it despite the inscription, or did he not know of 
it? Plutarch, at any rate, states that “he [Pericles] also set up the bronze agalma of Athena 
Hygieia on the acropolis for this reason [i.e., as a thanksgiving for a dream in which Athena 
showed him how to cure a Propylaia-worker who had been injured].”25 Such an account can 
hardly be extracted from the inscription, and the motivation of a dream does not at all suggest a 
“public” dedication. Not only is the criterion of production potentially arbitrary or difficult to 
apply consistently, it can prejudice subsequent interpretation.  
                                                
25 Plu. Per. 13.13 ἐπὶ τούτῳ δὲ καὶ τὸ χαλκοῦν ἄγαλμα τῆς Ὑγιείας Ἀθηνᾶς ἀνέστησεν ἐν ἀκροπόλει.... It may 
be relevant that, in the next chapter (13.14), Plutarch relates an anecdote in which Pericles, responding to complaints 
in the assembly that he was spending too much money on buildings, proposed that the inscription for the dedications 
be his own (τῶν ἀναθημάτων ἰδίαν ἐμαυτοῦ ποιήσομαι τὴν ἐπιγραφήν, 13.14.1), such that he, not the demos, 
would bear responsibility (the proposal was, of course, rejected). Perhaps, then, Plutarch had no trouble in 
interpreting the ‘public’ Athena Hygieia dedication as ‘private’.  
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As C. Keesling points out in her study of votive dedications from the Athenian Acropolis, the 
practice in epigraphic corpora of classifying inscriptions as public or private potentially obscures 
the fact that nearly all such inscriptions were intended to be displayed prominently, in view of all 
who had access to the space–i.e., publicly in terms of their location; and what, for that matter, 
qualifies as a public or private location?26 This observation returns us to the critiques of Wallace-
Hadrill and Taylor with which we began. The Athena-Hygieia statue-base from the Propylaia 
was, in terms of its location, as public as any other Acropolis dedication (or, we might prefer to 
specify, any other dedication from the Propylaia).27 Similarly, any dedication from the Acropolis 
had, by virtue of its location, the same intended audience as any other dedication from the 
Acropolis.  
As for the criterion of production, that which governs in IG, the classification of this 
inscription is dependent entirely on the content of the nominative proper noun, and, as my earlier 
discussion implied, one may wonder how the editors of IG would have characterized this 
inscription had it instead contained a nominative phrase like “Pericles the general.” To judge by 
the Alkiphron-dedication, the editor of the third edition would have classified it instead as 
private under such circumstances. I suggest, therefore, that to segregate this dedication as 
                                                
26 Keesling (2003) 24. In addition to Taylor’s criticisms (above) of definitions of ‘public’ and ‘private’ space, we 
must recall that sanctuaries in particular are problematic, since they are in one sense sacral space (the property of the 
divinity), but also potentially connected with a particular polis (e.g., the Athenian Acropolis), or region (e.g., the 
Ptoion in Boiotia, on the ownership of which, see Schachter [1994]); Panhellenic sanctuaries like Delphi were 
administratively controlled by a defined body, but they were ‘international’ destinations for worshippers. As for the 
concept of “public property,” Papazarkadas (2011) 212-36 argues that there existed public, non-sacral realty in 
Classical Athens, and that in the Archaic period there was a similar category of “public” property that was 
administered on the level of “local communities,” not the “central administration” (213). The transition from the 
former type of administration to the latter presumably complicates further our notion of “public,” since Herodotus, 
for example, writing when Athens’ “central administration” was powerful, still uses “demos” vaguely to refer to 
communities and not necessarily in reference to the Cleisthenic system. 
27 The Athena Hygieia base stands in situ in front of the southeastern column of the Propylaia; a few meters to the 
southeast, against the bedrock, survives another, later dedication, a pillar inscribed [Ν]ικαρέτη | ἐκκ Πηλήκων | 
ἀνέθηκεν. (IG II2 4911, dated mid. 4th c.). In the later 4th c., a viewer of one will have likely noticed the other 
(although note that, at least at present, a large stele-base rests in front of the pillar, so perhaps it was at some point 
obscured).  
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“public” is potentially unhelpful, for it squeezes the criteria of location and audience from the 
discussion and places undue but inconsistent weight on the production criterion.  
For comparison, let us consider the treatment of the public/private issue in the recent study 
by J. Ma that focuses upon honorific portrait dedications in the Hellenistic period. From the 
outset, Ma insists on the utility and heuristic value of the epigraphic distinction based on the 
dedicator, and in part he organizes his discussion around the private/public dichotomy (cf. 
chapter five: “The Shape of Private Monuments”).28  
It may be that Ma’s portrait dedications are a special case: because an individual is always 
the subject of one of these dedications, the relationship between the honorand and the dedicator 
will vary depending on whether the latter is the civic community or the honorand’s family. 
Accordingly, Ma argues, a public honorific monument says something different, and will be 
received differently by a viewer-reader, from a private, family monument.29 But he also 
recognizes that there is an interpenetration of these categories, as notionally private monuments 
stand alongside and in dialogue with public monuments in a public space such as an agora.30  
Indeed, one of the examples he adduces tests the validity of the public/private distinction that 
he asserts: in the first quarter of the second century, two honorific statues were made for one 
Teisias from Rhodian Kedreai, one public (I.Rhod.Per. 552, made by the damos of the 
Kedreatai), one private (I.Rhod.Per. 553, made by Teisias’ brother, wife, and children). But 
whereas the public inscription “merely mentions his attitude towards the Kedreates, and none of 
his actions in Rhodes,” the private inscription “lists in great detail services, and honours [....] 
what is being displayed and celebrated by the monument is not personhood or family, but public 
                                                
28 Ma (2013) 3. 
29 Ma (2013) 214-15. 
30 Ma (2013) chs. 5-6.  
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service and collective recognition by various communities in the form of civic honours.”31 Ma is 
led by this example to ask: “Was there something inherently public about the private honorific 
monument?” In partial answer to his own question, he allows that “[a]t the very least, the fact of 
public locale and exposure exercised pressure on the private genre, determining the range of 
what was appropriate to mention in this context.”32 I suggest that such reification of a distinct 
“private genre” in the first place may be misleading. True, the process of authorizing a public 
dedication by decree differed from that undertaken by a family or private individual, but when 
the content, form, and aims of these two notional genres overlap to such a degree,33 one must 
reconsider whether the public/private distinction thus articulated is worth making.  
It remains to address a question to which I have already alluded: is the generic distinction 
that I have been criticizing one that was felt by either the dedicators or the readers of such 
inscriptions? If so, how? Let us consider a well-known episode that may appear to offer some 
support to those who adopt the standard public/private dichotomy.  
Thucydides, among others, recounts how the Spartan general Pausanias had had an epigram 
inscribed upon the golden tripod that stood atop the bronze serpent-column at Delphi. The Greek 
victors had made this dedication from the spoils of the Medes after the battle of Plataea (cf. Hdt. 
9.81). Thucydides reports the affair in the context of subsequent Spartan fears concerning 
Pausanias’ allegiances: 
ὑποψίας δὲ πολλὰς παρεῖχε τῇ τε παρανομίᾳ καὶ ζηλώσει τῶν βαρβάρων μὴ ἴσος 
βούλεσθαι εἶναι τοῖς παροῦσι, τά τε ἄλλα αὐτοῦ ἀνεσκόπουν, εἴ τί που ἐξεδεδιῄτητο τῶν 
                                                
31 Ma (2013) 215-16 (quotations: 216).  
32 Ma (2013) 216. S. Dillon, in a lecture delivered at the ASCSA on Oct. 19, 2017, entitled “Public Sacred Space, 
Private Votive Portraits: The Case of the City Eleusinion in Athens,” noted that several of the inscribed ‘private’ 
votive portraits employed the syntax typical of ‘public’ dedications, with the honorand named in the accusative. As 
Dillon observed, the City Eleusinion was a markedly civic space, both in location and contents (e.g., inscribed 
decrees), so how useful is it to maintain the public/private designation?   
33 Cf. Ma (2013) 224 for the observation that the same (equestrian) sculptural form could be employed by the 
Athenian state and by individual Athenians in the same public space.  
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καθεστώτων νομίμων, καὶ ὅτι ἐπὶ τὸν τρίποδά ποτε τὸν ἐν Δελφοῖς, ὃν ἀνέθεσαν οἱ 
Ἕλληνες ἀπὸ τῶν Μήδων ἀκροθίνιον, ἠξίωσεν ἐπιγράψασθαι αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ τὸ ἐλεγεῖον τόδε·  
Ἑλλήνων ἀρχηγὸς ἐπεὶ στρατὸν ὤλεσε Μήδων,  
Παυσανίας Φοίβῳ μνῆμ’ ἀνέθηκε τόδε.  
(3) τὸ μὲν οὖν ἐλεγεῖον οἱ Λακεδαιμόνιοι ἐξεκόλαψαν εὐθὺς τότε ἀπὸ τοῦ τρίποδος τοῦτο 
καὶ ἐπέγραψαν ὀνομαστὶ τὰς πόλεις ὅσαι ξυγκαθελοῦσαι τὸν βάρβαρον ἔστησαν τὸ 
ἀνάθημα· τοῦ μέντοι Παυσανίου ἀδίκημα καὶ τότ’ ἐδόκει εἶναι, καὶ ἐπεί γε δὴ ἐν τούτῳ 
καθειστήκει, πολλῷ μᾶλλον παρόμοιον πραχθῆναι ἐφαίνετο τῇ παρούσῃ διανοίᾳ. 
“But (Pausanias), through his disregard of custom and emulation of the barbarians, produced 
many grounds for suspecting that he did not wish to remain on the level afforded by his existing 
circumstances; (the Lacedaemonians), to see if he had to some extent conducted himself contrary 
to established customs, examined all of his other deeds, especially the time that he presumed, on 
his own authority (αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ), to have inscribed upon the tripod at Delphi that the Greeks had 
dedicated as first-fruits from the spoils of the Medes the following elegiac couplet: 
Pausanias, chief of the Greeks, since he destroyed the army of the Medes, to Phoebus 
dedicated this mnema.  
So, this elegiac couplet the Lacedaemonians at the time straightaway chiseled off from the tripod 
and inscribed by name all the cities that had set up the dedication after jointly overthrowing the 
barbarian. But this act of Pausanias seemed even then to be a wrong, and now that he had come 
to this [i.e., the appearance of Medizing], it seemed much more to have been done as a prelude to 
his present intention” (1.132.2-3).   
It seems clear from this account that there was a difference of some kind between the 
epigram of Pausanias, which he had inscribed on his own authority–even privately (αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ), 
and the inscription undertaken by the Spartans that merely listed the names of those cites that had 
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fought at Plataea. The second inscription, which survives largely intact on the serpent-column, 
begins το[ίδε τὸν] | πόλεμον [ἐ]|πολ[έ]μεον· (“th[e following] fought [the] war:” Syll.3 31, coil 
1.1-3), followed by the list of participants, designated by city-ethnics.34  
But the detail that Pausanias made the dedication on his own initiative is at the heart of this 
narrative. Employing very similar language, Thucydides had previously described how 
Pausanias, after being recalled to Sparta from the Hellespont, was never again sent out with 
public authorization, but that he on his own authority, without the Lacedaemonians, took a 
trireme from Hermione to the Hellespont (δημοσίᾳ μὲν οὐκέτι ἐξεπέμφθη, ἰδίᾳ δὲ αὐτὸς τριήρη 
λαβὼν Ἑρμιονίδα ἄνευ Λακεδαιμονίων ἀφικνεῖται ἐς Ἑλλήσποντον..., 1.128.3). 
In both of these episodes, what is worrisome about Pausanias’ behavior is that he assumes an 
authority that is not actually his and thereby resembles the autocratic Persian king. His epigram, 
which effectively usurped the dedication of the tripod, cast him as the “chief of the Greeks,” a 
title that he certainly did not possess: the word does not even seem attested before the epigram,35 
and its next known occurrence, in Bacchylides 5 (476, for Hieron), is indicative of its usual 
application, there to “Zeus, Olympian archagos of gods” (179).36 Worse yet, Pausanias seems to 
claim responsibility for destroying the enemy army.37  
It might be tempting to conclude from this account that for Thucydides there was a generic 
distinction between public and private dedications, but this is not at all the point of the phrase 
                                                
34 For Pausanias’ epigram, see Page FGE ‘Sim.’ 17a and Petrovic (2007) 267-72 (both discuss the differences of the 
epigram’s text in Thucydides and the AP, including the Doric dialect and first-person verb forms found in the latter).  
There is no evidence of erasure (i.e., scratching over a text) on the serpent-column, and the suggestion that 
Pausanias’ epigram was on the base is not supported by the remains of the base at Delphi. Yet Page ibid. 216 n. 1 
observes that Thucydides twice says the epigram was on the tripod (which was removed allegedly during the Fourth 
Sacred War: Paus. 10.13.9). Diodorus Siculus (11.33) transmits a second epigram (Page FGE ‘Sim.’ 17b), which he 
says was inscribed by the Greeks, but views on its authenticity are divided. See Stephenson (2016) on the 
fascinating history of the serpent-column.  
35 Unless το͂ Ἀρχηγο͂ is interpreted instead as το͂ ἀρχηγο͂ at I.Did. 1.2 (see references ad loc.). 
36 Applied to individuals, it usually refers to tutelary heroes or gods; cf. LSJ s.v. II.1-2.  
37 See Hornblower (1991) ad 1.132.2 for the suggestion that the subject of this clause (Pausanias or Apollo) is 
intentionally ambiguous.   
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αὐτὸς ἰδίᾳ. Rather, the content of his epigram is inappropriate and its inscription on the 
dedication an injustice (ἀδίκημα). Thucydides points out that he did this on his own authority in 
order not to implicate the Spartans generally, just as he previously made clear that Pausanias 
returned to the Hellespont without permission.  
On the other hand, had Pausanias elected to inscribe something like the Spartans’ inscription, 
there would have been no cause for complaint. That is, the authorization of an inscription need 
not have a close connection to its content or be directly expressed therein. That this is so is clear 
from the second inscription, commissioned by the Spartans: presumably the Spartans did not 
truly have the authority to speak on behalf of all the other allies, but since their inscription did 
not express an arrogance equivalent to that of Pausanias (e.g., “the Spartans conquered the 
enemy...”) and gave no strong indication that the Spartans were responsible, there was no 
suggestion that it too was an injustice.38  
As we shall see in Chapter 4 with another epigram cited by Thucydides, that of the 
Peisistratid altar in the Pythion at Athens, these processes of authorization are ongoing, and have, 
if anything, more to do with reception than they do with production. Pausanias’ unauthorized 
epigram suffered an attempted de-authorization by the Spartans, in the form of its removal from 
the dedication. Paradoxically, Thucydides re-authorizes the epigram by quoting it, but he does so 
in order to give it an entirely new meaning–as proof that Pausanias verged toward autocracy–one 
obviously never intended by Pausanias.39   
                                                
38 The script and dialect of the “Spartan” inscription (Syll.3 31, ML 27) are actually Phocian-Delphic, not Laconian. 
Perhaps Thucydides inferred that it was a Spartan dedication because the Lakedaimonians are the first listed (coil 
2.1) in the inscription. Even if Thucydides is mistaken, we are here concerned only with the logic of his account, not 
the veracity of its details.  
39 Thucydides never explains how he knows the text of the epigram; scholars have assumed that he had ‘oral’ 
sources, which is possible, but, whatever their means, some unknown individuals elected to keep the epigram ‘alive’ 
such that Thucydides quotes it. See further in Chapters 1 and 4 on such vexed issues of transmission. 
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Moreover, this example again shows the imprecision of the public/private dichotomy based 
on the authorizer: Pausanias’ epigram could be variously classed as private (in IG) or, bizarrely, 
public (by Lazzarini); the Spartans’ inscription would presumably be public, but this label fails 
to capture that the Spartans did not make it qua Spartans but on behalf of the allies generally (a 
kind of plu-public?).40 What is called for, I suggest, is a means to discuss the character of an 
epigram that distinguishes the senses in which it may be called “public.” 
2.2 Demosion, Koinon, Idion 
The basis for my proposed framework is found in a recent volume edited by A. Macé that 
surveys Greek literature down to the fourth century in order to systematize the conceptual 
categories of ‘public’ and ‘private’ employed by the Greeks (at least so far as can be ascertained 
from their literature).41 Macé well observes the risk of projecting modern concepts (such as that 
of the “state”) onto antiquity, and he allows for intermediate or indeterminate spaces between the 
political and individual.42 He proposes a tripartite system of categorization, demosion, koinon, 
and idion, which is based on the application of these conceptual distinctions to different objects, 
activities, concepts, and the like in the literary sources.  
For my purposes, these terms may be useful for discussing discrete aspects of an epigram, the 
artifact on which it is inscribed, or its context (understood broadly). I do not, however, suggest 
that epigrams should be fit into these categories; rather, these are conceptual terms, grounded in 
ancient vocabulary, that can be employed to get closer to ancient readings of epigram. These 
                                                
40 A similar challenge is posed by the Eion epigrams: as Aeschines (3.183) tells it, the victorious generals (Cimon in 
particular, according to the later tradition) asked for a reward from the people, and they were allowed to set up 
herms in the agora provided they did not name themselves in the epigram(s). I will discuss this example in chapter 4, 
but suffice it to note here that the orator’s testimony is tendentious.  
41 Macé’s volume builds upon the work collected in de Polignac and Schmitt Pantel (1998). 
42 Macé (2012) 10. 
 51 
terms do not have firm boundaries, and, we must remember, the distinctions drawn between 
them, while grounded in ancient evidence, is based on our analysis.  
According to Macé, there are two axes of opposition, demosion/idion and koinon/idion. The 
former is roughly but not exhaustively translatable by “civique” or “officiel” as opposed to 
“personnel,” whereas the latter approximates to “commun”/”individuel.”43 Roughly, then, 
demosion corresponds to civic, pragmatic issues that involve the city or demos in a political 
fashion, while its opposed term denotes the ‘personal’ in contrast to the civic realm (e.g., a 
“private citizen”). Koinon, meanwhile, refers to a shared experience or common spirit, and its 
opposed term (which is again idion, in a different sense), denotes the individual with respect to 
(or as a member of) the community. 
For Macé, the basis of these two kinds of distinction lies in the two forms in which ancient 
Greeks conceptualized “le commun,” the one exclusive, the other inclusive, in relation to the 
individual. The exclusive form emphasizes the opposition between the individual and community 
(e.g., the private citizen vs. the polis), whereas the other emphasizes the individual’s membership 
within that community. To generalize from some of Macé’s examples, activities such as singing 
and dancing, celebrations, as well as sentiments, are generally of the inclusive type, whereas 
members of the demosion category tend to be exclusive (for example, a public treasury, whose 
funds are distinguished from the property of individual citizens).  
But there are also things that belong now to the demosion, now to the koinon category, such 
as contests, games, funerals, or cults. Since these often seem to be bound up with the city in 
some fashion, Macé suggests that the city itself straddles the two forms of community, the 
                                                
43 Macé (2012) 11. He and his other contributors employ the nominative masculine singular of these terms when 
speaking of them abstractly, but I prefer to use the neuter singular. 
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exclusive and inclusive, demosion and koinon.44 That is, matters connected with a polis or other 
civic body might, for example, be colored variously as ‘matters of state’ or ‘matters of 
community’. This point will be important in our discussion later, when we consider various 
aspects of civic or communal identity.  
As Macé and his fellow contributors often remind us, there are no absolute distinctions 
between the categories or among their constituent members, and demosion and koinon can 
overlap in various ways. For example, political entities (demosion) must address themselves to 
the individual members of the inclusive community to be successful, which is to say that a 
demosion thing employs or partakes in the koinon. For example, a speaker in Herodotus’ 
narrative can exceptionally use koinon in reference to a treasury in order to appeal to his 
audience’s sense of inclusive community.45  
The fact that these terms overlap and do not admit of straightforward categorization is not a 
drawback for my purposes, for they provide a conceptual frame that is based on ancient 
evidence. Moreover, as we have seen, the concepts of ‘public’ and ‘private’ are labile, so it is 
useful to employ terminology that respects the ambiguities inherent in these concepts. 
Unlike the literary corpora studied by Macé’s contributors, the typically short poems that 
comprise the carmina epigraphica do not often use the vocabulary demosion, koinon, or idion. 
Nevertheless, I suggest that careful and provisional application of these concepts to the study of 
these epigrams can be illuminating, and, where civic vocabulary like demosion does occur, it can 
indicate how some of these epigrams were intended to be read. Indeed, where we do have 
                                                
44 Macé (2012) 16-20.  
45 Macé (2012) 32; Mansour and Tamiolaki (2012) 274, 287-88: at Hdt. 9.87.2 a Theban oligarch addresses his 
fellow Thebans while under siege and suggests that they give money out of the public treasury (ἐκ τοῦ κοινοῦ), 
since the decision to Medize was taken by the community (σὺν τῷ κοινῷ). The former usage of to koinon takes the 
place of expected to demosion, whereas the latter refers not to an actual civic procedure but to the community 
generally (normal usage). The conflation of terms in this passage is probably a rhetorical ploy (see also Macan 
[1908] ad loc.).  
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indications of epigram reading and reception in the literary tradition, sometimes we find 
comparable terminology. Lycurgus, for example, in citing the epigram for the Spartans who fell 
at Thermopylae (discussed in Chapter 1), claims that it is a “true witness of their arete, inscribed 
for all the Greeks to see.”46 If Lycurgus were to rephrase this and say that the epigram is 
“public,” would he use the word demosion or koinon?  
We may begin, then, with the ‘public’ aspect of nearly all poems that were inscribed and set 
up in an accessible location. In Macé’s scheme, there is an axis between “publicité sensible” and 
“privauté sensible,” an opposition that depends on visual or auditory accessibility or restriction.47 
None of the epigrams that I discuss were inscribed such that they be inaccessible to viewers 
(quite the opposite), so it is useful to remember that we are always concerned with their publicité 
sensible.48 
 In this respect, all epigrams belong to the category koinon because they are intended for 
consumption by a community. That community could of course be restricted in various ways, 
above all geographically–a dedication on the Athenian Acropolis restricts its community to those 
who actually go to the Acropolis. Practically, the intended community was therefore the 
Athenians and their goddess, Athena, but perhaps also foreign visitors (Persian invaders and 
modern tourists are unforeseen members of the latter group).49  
But, as we saw in Chapter 1, epigrams can sometimes employ civic terms to inscribe their 
readers, their community. In the funerary epigram for Tet(t)ichos, the reader is addressed as 
                                                
46 Lycurg. in Leocr. 109: μαρτύριά ἐστιν ἰδεῖν τῆς ἀρετῆς αὐτῶν ἀναγεγραμμένα ἀληθῆ πρὸς ἅπαντας τοὺς 
Ἕλληνας, ἐκείνοις μέν· (FGE ‘Sim.’ 22b).  
47 Macé (2012) 21-24. 
48 Unlike, say, an inscribed lead curse tablet dropped into a tomb, inscribed epigrams were inscribed such that they 
could be viewed and read. 
49 But, as we shall explore in Chapter 4, epigrams could also circulate in other forms, whether written on papyrus or 
passed by word of mouth.  
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follows: “[Whether] someone who is an [asto]s or a xenos coming from elsewhere...”50 In this 
case, a local reader of this epigram might have identified with Tet(t)ichos as a fellow astos, 
whereas a foreigner might feel some difference with the deceased. Despite such potential 
differences, the epigram draws in every reader, establishing a community from which pity is 
requested.   
Similarly, formal features of epigrams could be considered koinon: the use of dactylic 
hexameters or elegiac couplets are Panhellenic phenomena, whereas the use of a certain dialect 
or epichoric alphabet helps to define the community that produced a given text, as well as the 
audience for whom that text was intended.51 We shall consider some examples of these features 
later in this chapter. 
As for the actual content of the epigrams, recurrent phrases, such as those found in 
dedicatory epigrams from the Athenian Acropolis, are koinon in that an individual dedicator’s 
use of a formulaic phrase has significance by virtue of its common usage by a wider 
community.52 Such dedications are socially integrative because individual dedicators affirm their 
membership in the community of Athena-propitiators. When, however, the dedicator names him- 
or herself, this may be considered an idion feature to the extent that it personalizes the epigram 
and dedication. Yet it must be recalled that this is idion with respect to the community in its 
inclusive aspect. As Taylor has observed of name-graffiti, their aim is commemorative, and such 
inscriptions are therefore socially connective over time and space.53  
                                                
50 CEG 13 (ca. 575-50?), [εἴτε ἀστό]ς τις ἀνὲρ εἴτε χσένος | ἄλοθεν ἐλθὸν ⁝ 
51 Luraghi (2010) 68-91 has advanced the provocative thesis that the epichoric alphabets emerged not by accident 
but from a motive of Greek ethnogenesis or polis-differentiation.  
52 Day (2010) 130-80 argues that divine naming formulas, as in Acropolis dedications to Athena, affirmed the 
goddess’ role in the local pantheon, and he suggests that such dedications were small-scale versions of what the 
polis did collectively in a festival like the Panathenaia. I would add that the koinon-idion frame is operative in both 
cases, since individuals participated in various festival roles, whereas the veritable forest of Acropolis dedications is 
a community constituted by individual dedications.   
53 Taylor (2011) 93-99. We shall return to this issue in Chapter 3. 
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But can epigrams also reflect the demosion-idion opposition? As we shall explore in the case 
studies adduced in this chapter, some epigrams, even very early ones, can have features 
(especially diction) that emphasize the civic dimension in an exclusive fashion. Let us first 
reconsider one of the examples discussed above. In Alkiphron’s dedication from Eleusis, the 
specification (assuming that the text as printed in IG I3 is correct) that he made his dedication “as 
archon for the demos of the Athenians” may be demosion because it emphasizes his civic, 
official role. Let us briefly consider the full text of the epigram, which consists of three 
hexameters: 
IG I3 991 (~ CEG 301, ca. 550?)54 
δέμοι Ἀθεναίον ἄ[ρχον] | στέλας καδέθεκεν 
Ἀλκίφρον| καὶ τόνδε δρόμον ποίεσεν | ἐραστὸν 
Δέμετρός τε χάριν | [καὶ Φερσεφόνες τ]ανυπέπλο. 
“As (or while) a[rchon] of the demos of the Athenians, Alkiphron erected stelai and made this 
lovely dromos, for the sake of Demeter [and Persephone of f]lowing robe.” 
A reader might have understood Alkiphron’s characterization of himself and his actions as 
demosion–the creation of the dromos was ‘state business,’ and not something that Alkiphron 
undertook as an individual member of the community. On the other hand, the last verse of the 
epigram, which specifies that Alkiphron’s actions and dedication were made in honor of the 
goddesses, could have been interpreted as koinon, for the reasons sketched above concerning 
Acropolis dedications.   
 
 
                                                
54 As noted above, the epigram is inscribed on a stone stele found at Eleusis. The first line reads to the left, while 
lines 2-5 read orthograde. The underlined letters have been lost after the discovery of the monument. 
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Part 2: Epigrams in Public: Demosion, Koinon, Idion in Two Archaic Cemeteries   
The two case studies that I have chosen for this chapter are the early Archaic cemetery at 
Corcyra and the mid-late Archaic cemetery at Ambracia, both of which cities were colonized by 
Corinth. These selections have the advantage of being outside of Athens, such that we may avoid 
the typical Athenocentric bias.55 Although both examples are cemeteries and they are 
geographically proximate, they represent two different periods, so some diachronic perspective is 
achieved. The common connection with Corinth, on the other hand, permits comparison of the 
‘apples to apples’ variety. The epigrams here studied are also some of the longest and most 
interesting specimens that survive. Whereas the Corcyrean material was excavated very early, in 
the nineteenth century, that from Ambracia appeared in the 1980s. The latter, however, has been 
the subject of scholarly debates and this, combined with the relative newness of the material, 
calls for a detailed study.    
I begin with the example of an Archaic cemetery from Corcyra in order first to illustrate the 
interpretative problems that that have arisen from categorization of the epigrams as ‘public’ or 
‘private’ on the basis of the (often presumed) commemorator, and second to demonstrate how a 
more fruitful approach may be the utilization of the conceptual categories of demosion, koinon, 
and idion. With that conceptual frame in place, I then turn to pursue dialogic readings of the 





                                                
55 Wallace (1970a) 97, commenting on the limited geographic range of Archaic Greek funerary epigrams, claims 
that nearly all come from Central Greece, with East Ionia and the Western colonies strangely underrepresented. On 
the other hand, the “triangle” that he draws from Corcyra to Amorgos to Thasos is, in my estimation, hardly small.  
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2.3 Reading Epigrams in Archaic Corcyra 
2.3.1 Inscribing the proxenos at Corcyra 
One of the earliest attested epigrams (dated approximately to the last quarter of the seventh 
century56) is one that would seem to have a strong claim to being ‘public’ in the sense ‘erected 
by a civic body’ by virtue of its dedication by a demos, that of Corcyra, which was founded by 
Corinthians.  
IG IX2 882 (~CEG 143) was discovered in 1843 north of the polis of Corcyra in the ancient 
cemetery located in modern Garitsa (formerly Castrades). It is inscribed on a round tumulus 
formed by a circular wall of five stone courses (each 0.24 m. in height) surmounted by a low, 
conical covering. The structure, excluding the covering and foundation course, is 4.69 m. in 
diameter, 1.2 in height.57 The inscription runs from right to left in a single line along nine stones 
of the top course, below the roof; the letters range from 0.025 to 0.06 m. in height (fig. 2a-c).58 
The monument lies close to the ancient shore and, given the content of the epigram and lack of 
any human remains within, it is considered to be a cenotaph commemorating a proxenos lost at 
sea.  
♢ hυιοῦ Τλασίαϝο Μενεκράτεος τόδε σᾶμα ⁝ 
Οἰανθέ͜ος γενεάν, τόδε δ’ αὐτο͂ι δᾶμος ἐποίει. ⁝ 
ἐ͂ς γὰρ πρόξενϝος δάμου φίλος· ἀλλ’ ἐνὶ πόντοι [⁝] 
ὄλετο, δαμόσιον δὲ καϙὸν ῥο[(⏑)‒⏑⏑‒×]. ⁝ 
                                                
56 So Hansen (CEG 143); Hallof (IG IX2 882) dates it to the beginning of the sixth century. See Oswald (2014) 56-
62 for a skeptical appraisal of the paleographic and ceramic evidence, and cf. Appendix A.  
57 See Crome (1938) 52 with Abb. 6; these measurements are incorrectly provided in IG IX2 882 as the overall 
dimensions of the structure.  
58 The long legs of many letter-forms and relatively smaller size of the round letters is characteristic of early Greek 
inscriptions. The lettering is, however, neat and fairly consistent in form. I give the text of IG IX2 882, in which 
underlining indicates letters now lost and underdots indicate letters now largely lost (“litt. maxima ex parte 
detritas”). The latter practice is unwelcome, but I follow it perforce: it does not distinguish between letters that were 
once read with confidence by previous editors (whom the current editor of IG implicitly trusts in the case of 
underlined letters) and letters that have always been dotted as uncertain.   
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Πραξιμένες δ’ αὐτο͂ι γ[αία]ς ἄπο πατρίδος ἐνθὸν ⁝ 
σὺν δάμοι τόδε σᾶμα κασιγνέτοιο πονέθε. ⁝ vac. fere 6 m. 
“♢59 This [is] the sama of the son of Tlasias,60 Menekrates, Oianthean by race, and this the 
damos made for him. For he was61 dear proxenos of the damos; but at sea he perished, and an ill 
to the damos [...].62 And Praximenes, having come for him from their fatherland, together with 
the damos, toiled at this sama of his brother.” 
Aside from the early date of the inscription and the monumentality of the tumulus, it is the 
attestation of a proxenos and his association with the demos of Corcyra that has attracted 
attention from scholars, and the inscription has been read as evidence of early state propaganda 
or an instrument of foreign politics and means of social recognition.63 By this interpretation, 
whatever exactly the demos was at the time, it was a public body asserting its authority with this 
monument. If Menkerates served as proxenos in the same sense as the later institution (see 
                                                
59 The sign at the beginning of the inscription was perhaps meant to draw the reader’s eye: Mustoxidi (1848) 276, 
LSAG 232, but I’m unaware of early parallels for this. See fig. 2a for the sign’s form; it appears to be cut somewhat 
deeper than the neighboring letters. There appears to be a stray stroke on a bias below the lozenge-form (reproduced 
in the facsimile of Orioli [1846b] unnumbered pl. 1), but this may be damage. Ross (1855) 567 dismisses the 
suggestion that it is a (malformed) O representing an exclamatory ὤ (cf. Hansen ad CEG 171.2 on the rarity of this 
exclamation in early inscriptions.) 
60 Hallof (ad IG IX2 882) describes the form with digamma as a hyperdoricism “fictum est a poeta antiquitatem 
aemulante” (cf. Schulze [1967 (orig. 1892)] 298 n. 3), whereas Miller (2014) 194 calls it “late ‘epic’ dialect”. The 
difference matters: the former sees the form as archaizing, the latter (as I understand him) as artificial. Wachter 
(2001) 338-40 discusses this and some comparable early examples of etymologically unjustified digamma in 
Corinthian contexts and suggests that the spelling was used under the influence of epic hexameter poetry in order to 
aid readers’ pronunciation (since normally -αο would contract in Doric, as in Arniadas’ epigram, discussed below; 
cf. Buck §105.2b). What Wachter does not make clear is that the form has a specific motivation: the need to 
accommodate two proper names in the verse (see below on the cretic in Tlasias). The only other place in the verse 
that can accomodate Μενεκράτεος is the beginning (‒⏑ Μενεκράτεος), which means the poet could start σᾶμα 
Μενεκράτεος. With the usual contraction of Tlasias, however, he cannot follow this with Τλασία hυιοῦ [...] (or 
hυιοῦ Τλασία). The artificial form and placement of Μενεκράτεος after the caesura solve this. The cretic in Tlasias’ 
name is allowed by lengthening the iota: Allen (1888) 75; Schulze (1967) 297-99 gives similar examples of 
hypocoristics in -ίας treated this way and considers it an imitation of a comparable Homeric practice (with abstract 
nouns in -ίη). The best parallel is the early funerary epigram CEG 132 (Corinth, ca. 650?), a single hexameter 
beginning ΔϝΕνία τόδε. 
61 ἐ͂ς is the Doric form of the third person singular imperfect: IG IX2 882 ad loc.  
62 ῥο[ perhaps begins the word ῥόθιον, ‘dashing, rushing,’ modifying a subject such as ‘wave’ or ‘sea’ that is 
responsible for inflicting the damosion kakon (cf. CEG 143 and IG IX2 882  ad loc.) 
63 E.g., FH 26 ad loc.; Wallace (1970b) 190-93, who dates the inscription later, ca. 550, because it attests proxeny; 
Ecker (1990) 103-6; Duplouy (2006) 135-37.  
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below), he was a civic official who aided in various ways Corcyreans in his own town, Oianthea. 
One notes too how the civic role of Menekrates is emphasized by description of his death as a 
damosion kakon. On the face of it, if any epigram were to suit a category of ‘public’ inscriptions, 
it would be this one. 
Nevertheless, I submit that the treatment of this inscription as ‘public’ on the grounds that it 
was commissioned by the demos must first be tempered by consideration of the fact that it was 
both Praximenes and the local demos who are described as laboring to make “this marker.”64 To 
employ the conventional categories, those responsible for the commemoration of Menekrates are 
both ‘public’ and ‘private’. As we shall see, epigraphical publications have variously placed the 
epigram in either of these categories. Is, then, the identity of the commemorator truly the relevant 
category of analysis? It may be more fruitful to consider the characterization of the deceased vis 
à vis his own community and that which he served, as well as his family. In this section, I 
anticipate some of my discussion in Chapter 4 about propaganda and the agency of the ‘state’ by 
reanalyzing the production-focused (i.e., author-centric) mode of criticism. I will then turn to 
consider readings of the epigram.  
Praximenes is prominently commemorated in the epigram as Menekrates’ brother 
(kasignetos) and as traveling for him from their fatherland (αὐτο͂ι γ[αία]ς ἄπο πατρίδος 
ἐνθὸν),65 a phrase that picks up on the specification of Menekrates’ Oianthean heritage. Such 
details may be analyzed in the first instance as idion features with respect to the community in its 
inclusive aspect (koinon): the deceased, his father, and his brother are all identified, and their 
place of origin is specified. We will consider further, below, the significance of Menekrates’ 
                                                
64 Cf. Bowie (2010) 356. 
65 There is an apparent syntactic irregularity produced by αὐτο͂ι ... κασιγνέτοιο: Franz (1846) 383, but it is resolved 
if the participial phrase is read independently from the main clause (as if modeled on the parataxis of the first two 
verses, with Μενεκράτεος ... αὐτο͂ι). 
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identification as a proxenos, but here we may simply note that he is designated as belonging to 
the community at Corcyra (“dear proxenos of the damos”).   
On the other hand, the very presence of these details alongside the demos’ role suggests that 
they may be given a demosion coloring as well. Why specify, after all, that Praximenes traveled 
for him66 from their fatherland?67 Given that Menekrates was lost at sea, presumably traveling 
between the island and Oianthea on the mainland, the phrase perhaps recounts how Praximenes 
came to find his brother at Corcyra, only to learn of the disaster on his arrival.68 The declaration 
that he made the tomb cooperatively “with the damos” (σὺν δάμ[ο]ι) might then serve to 
reaffirm the political ties between the two cities that Menekrates had helped to maintain, and 
perhaps even to dispel any suspicion that Menekrates had been the victim of some malfeasance.   
Such an account is, of course, speculative, but it seems clear that the conjunction of 
Praximenes and the demos in the epigram is multivalent and intended to speak to multiple 
interests and parties. The location of the epigram at Corcyra first suggests a local audience, but 
its placement at the shore, indeed probably near one of the ancient ports of the city,69 indicates 
that visitors, such as those from Oianthea, may have been envisioned as well by those who 
erected it. We shall return to this issue of the monument’s physical context when we consider 
other monuments from the area, but we may remark that the epigram’s intended audience is 
neither ‘public’ nor ‘private.’  
                                                
66 See Ross (1855) 574 on the syntax of the pronoun.  
67 Kaibel (1965) [1878] ad no. 179 conjectured that Praximenes succeeded his brother as proxenos, but this is 
speculative. If this were so, however, it would add another motivation for his inclusion in the epigram.  
68 In the later institution of proxenia, a proxenos from city A typically resided in city A and represented the interests 
of and provided services to members of city B who visited or resided in city A. But a proxenos probably also spent 
some time in the city he represented. Moreover, it is not certain that Menekrates’ role was the same as that of the 
Classical and Hellenistic institution (cf. n. 70). 
69 The bay of Garitsa (now much silted up) is commonly identified with the port of Alkinoos: see Th. 3.72.3, who 
states that it was located by the agora and a populous part of the city, which suggests that at least by the classical 
period it was a commercial hub (cf. IACP 362-63).  
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Let us now consider further the relationship between Menekrates and the demos that 
commemorated him. As W. Mack explores in his study of proxeny, a proxenos was often 
afforded special privileges and quasi-citizen rights by the community that he served, and the 
relationship between them was even privileged over that between the proxenos and his native 
city.70 Although a proxenos was acknowledged to be a foreigner (as Menekrates is explicitly 
identified here as Oianthean), his service was described in terms of his personal disposition 
towards the community that he served.71  
Here, the reason for the demos’ construction of the marker is made explicit (γάρ)72: 
Menekrates was dear to them in his capacity as proxenos (ἐ͂ς γὰρ πρόξενϝος δάμου φίλος). 
φίλος is common in Archaic sepulchral epigram, but it typically occurs in expressions that 
explicitly involve familial relations, in epigrams that would normally be classified by scholars as 
‘private’73: e.g., the deceased Polyidus is the “dear son” of Exekratides (CEG 154.1), and an 
unnamed “dear son” buries the deceased commemorated in CEG 147.  
It is noteworthy, therefore, that Menekrates’ ‘public,’ ‘official’ relationship with the demos is 
expressed in the language typically used in Archaic funerary epigram of ‘private,’ familial 
relationships, whereas Menekrates’ familial relationship with Praximenes is not so characterized, 
at least not explicitly.74 Herman, in his study of xenia (which he terms “ritualised friendship”), 
argues that the institution of proxenia was modeled on that of xenia, and he suggests that, in the 
                                                
70 Mack (2015) 122-42. Though his focus is upon the more abundant evidence of the Classical and Hellenistic 
periods, he treats the present inscription (129 n. 158) as indicative of the same basic phenomenon as that found in 
later centuries, but this is not provable.   
71 Mack (2015) 22-48.  
72 For this kind of phrase, explaining the cause of the commemoration, cf., for example, the ‘private’ CEG 161.2 
(Thasos, ca. 500-490?), where a father erects a mnema for Learete, οὐ γὰρ [ἔτ]|ι ζῶσαν ἐσοφσόµ[εθα]. Relevant too, 
however, may be later examples of proxenia grants, which typically include an epeide clause that explains the 
reason for the grant, such as the proxenos being agathos, eunous, philos, etc. to the community: Mack (2015) 22-38.  
73 Of the 28 other instances in Hansen’s index graecus, none appears in what he designates as a ‘public’ inscription. 
We shall consider the language of philia further in Chapter 3.  
74 Cf. Ecker (1990) 105 on the expression philos proxenos.  
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present epigram, the collective demos is represented as an individual person.75 We shall consider 
further, below, Herman’s analysis, but here may be endorsed his observation that the demos 
portrays its act of commemoration just as a family member, philos, or xenos would have done. It 
is not the identity of the commemorator that matters in the epigram, but the relationship between 
them and the deceased.  
But Menekrates’ death is also characterized as a damosion kakon, which is uncommon, 
indeed unparalleled in Archaic epigram,76 and seems exceptionally to emphasize Menekrates’ 
civic role as proxenos. This is, I believe, an example that tests the conceptual distinctions 
described by Macé, as adduced above. On the one hand, the vocabulary falls explicitly into the 
category of demosion, and therefore it has a civic orientation; this is a meaningful 
characterization because demos-forms are repeated in the epigram but are uncommon in other 
epigrams. Moreover, in no other funerary epigram from the Archaic or Classical period is the 
deceased’s loss designated a kakon. This language is therefore marked, and will have been 
conspicuous to the ancient reader.  
On the other hand, if we consider the expression in terms of Macé’s categories of inclusive 
and exclusive forms of community, then we readily conclude that the expression is actually 
inclusive: the kakon of the death of the proxenos is not so much ‘state business’ as it is an evil 
that is experienced jointly by the members of the community. In this respect, the language of to 
demosion is employed in the epigram in order to achieve an inclusive effect–koinon.  
                                                
75 Herman (1987) 130-42, esp. 132, argues that proxenia was the polis-focused development of xenia, which he 
characterizes as an older, “essentially private institution.” See further discussion, below.  
76 The expression elsewhere appears at Solon fr. 4.26 W, where, interestingly, it is claimed that a ‘public ill’ comes 
to every individual’s home (οὕτω δημόσιον κακὸν ἔρχεται οἴκαδ’ ἑκάστωι). Solon’s juxtaposition of the 
demosion and idion here brings out his criticism; see Irwin (2005) 209. Macé (2012) 34-35 suggests that this passage 
is a rare example of demosion in an inclusive sense, but the usage in the present epigram is parallel (the civic 
community of Corcyra is united in grief for their proxenos–see discussion in text). Like the Solonian example, at 
Theogn. 50 the (idion) profit of the wicked will unsettle the city, for it comes with “demosion ill” (κέρδεα δημοσίωι 
σὺν κακῶι ἐρχόμενα.) 
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2.3.2 Reading the proxenos at Corcyra 
Let us now consider further the standard mode of classification and its consequences for the 
interpretation of this epigram and monument. Hansen, in his edition of the epigram in CEG, 
classifies the epigram as a titulus publicus. I have suggested that this assessment, implicitly 
based on the demos’s role in erecting the monument, is complicated by the ‘private’ participation 
of Praximenes. More importantly, this mode of analysis can obscure aspects of the epigram that 
evidently were an important part of the commemorative message.  
The epigram has also been classified as ‘private.’ U. Ecker explores how in the third and 
fourth hexameters mention of the demos pertains to their relationship with Menekrates and the 
circumstances of his death, which she characterizes as the motive for their responsibility in 
honoring the dead. Yet, she affirms, this responsibility is reconciled with that of the family in the 
last two verses (through the preposition σύν), and she makes the public/private dichotomy 
explicit in speaking of the “private establishment of the monument.”77 That is, the role of the 
demos is subordinated to that of the family, which Ecker implicitly considers to have been the 
more significant agent in founding the monument and hence the basis of interpretation: since the 
demos is not expected by Ecker to be a powerful agent in the seventh century, she minimizes its 
role. 
Her commentary has proved influential, for K. Hallof in the most recent edition of the 
inscription (published in 2001) explicitly refers to the tumulus as ‘private.’ The quadruple 
mention of the demos, he explains, is easily attributable to “the monument’s preeminence and 
size, visible to all.”78 Such analysis conflates two usages of the term ‘public’: the demos’ role in 
                                                
77 Ecker (1990) 109-10 (110: “diese private Stiftung des Grabmals”).  
78 IG IX2 882 ad loc. “notabilis sane est populi (scil. Corcyraeorum) mentio quadruplex hoc in tumulo privato, quae 
tamen facile explanatur monumenti excellentia et magnitudine omnibus patefacta.” Unlike other categories of 
inscriptions in this volume, the funerary inscriptions are not explicitly organized by the public/private criterion.  
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erecting the monument (which Hallof seems to subordinate to the ‘private’ role of Praximenes) 
and the size and visibility of the monument. The underlying problem, I believe, is the urge of the 
modern scholar to classify the inscription as either public or private; the challenges that this 
inscription poses to such classification are illegitimately dodged by citing the ‘public’ (i.e., 
visible) nature of the monument. The very fact that scholars can variously label this inscription 
‘public’ or ‘private’ demonstrates that the distinction is arbitrary and hence an unhelpful mode of 
analysis.  
My concern here is not merely one of modern classification or terminology. As I have 
suggested, such categorization obscures how ancient viewer(s) would have read the monument 
and inscription in preference for the interpretive interests of scholars. The demos-references in 
this inscription have been construed by some scholars as showing the emergence of the state as 
an authoritative entity that asserts its power by erecting this monument. That is, a modern system 
of classification becomes the basis for reconstructing the socio-politics of Archaic Corcyra.   
Ecker in particular sees in the epigram the sign of a new era, for she suggests that it reveals a 
tension between, traditional, aristocratic, Homeric commemoration and the novel political 
propaganda of the demos.79 Since she views the monument as essentially a ‘private’ form of 
commemoration, the encroachment of ‘public’ features are an intrusion upon the traditional 
form, which is implicitly to be associated with a notionally pure ‘private’ monument. Similarly, 
Herman views the epigram as documenting the intrusion of the polis into a mode of 
commemoration characteristic of a “pre-political” society that practiced ritualized friendship.80 
                                                
79 Ecker (1990) 103-6; see also n. 63, above. To be clear, Ecker argues against the identification of a specifically 
Homeric (i.e., the Iliad and Odyssey texts that we have) influence on early epigram and posits a traditional system 
whose features are shared by epic, elegy, epigram, etc. I largely agree, but I do not believe that this system should be 
attached to a particular social, political, or socio-economic category.  
80 Herman (1987) 130-42. The premise shared by Herman and Ecker that the society represented in the Homeric 
poems is essentially pre-polis no longer holds (see, e.g., Raaflaub [2011] on the issue). 
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But such interpretations are belied by the fact that this is among the earliest Greek inscriptions in 
stone, so it can scarcely be considered an innovation on an old form. 
Such a political interpretation is implicit already in the suggestion (registered in the early 
publication by Franz) that Menekrates’ monument occupied the middle of a “public cemetery,”81 
a formulation that risks imposing a socio-political structure on the cemetery, which becomes a 
proto-demosion sema, with Menekrates’ tumulus at the notional center.82 It is significant that this 
formulation was articulated in the very same year as the discovery and publication of the 
epigram of Arniadas, to which we presently turn. For Franz, who considered the monument 
essentially ‘public,’ characterized the composition of Menekrates’ epigram as “awkward.” The 
allegedly infelicitous revision of the demos’ role (as described in v. 2) in the final two verses he 
attributed to a hypothesized circumstance in which the Corcyreans, after the arrival of 
Praximenes, realized that they should augment the four verses they had already inscribed on the 
monument. But two syntactic anomalies, unforgiveable for Franz, “show a lack of skill that 
dishonor the composer, who worked in the name of the people.”83 Yet, Franz adds, “we know 
from Arniadas’ epigram that people in Corcyra knew how to write well too.”84 Such analysis 
leaves the distinct impression of an amateurish demos and its poet first attempting the traditional 
mode of commemoration reserved for a select few, such as Arniadas.  
                                                
81 S. Birch apud Franz (1846) 378 (“Das Monument des Menekrates ... nahm die Mitte eines öffentlichen 
Begräbnissplatzes ein...”), who goes on to suggest on the basis of pottery finds that the other occupants of the 
cemetery were of a low status; compare taf. XLVIII no. 1. Filitas (1844) 6 similarly characterizes the later pithos-
burials in the cemetery as an indication of the inhabitants’ humble nature (“οἵ τινες πτωχοί τινες καὶ 
ἀποχειροβίωτοι”). He also (5) refers to the cemetery as “public”: “ἡ ἐπεθαλασσίδιος αὕτη κοινοταφία.” The 
semantics of modern Greek κοινοταφία may well indicate the theme of koinon under consideration without 
importing the ambiguities of ‘public’ or its equivalent in other modern European languages. 
82 “Notional” because the full topography of the necropolis was neither in 1843 nor since established.  
83 Franz (1846) 383-84: “Beide syntaktische Anomalien zeigen von einer Ungeschicklichkeit, welche dem 
Verfasser, der im Namen des Volkes arbeitete, keine Ehre macht.” Cf. n. 65.  
84 Franz (1846) 384: “Wissen wir doch aus der Grabschrift auf Arniadas, dass man in Korkyra auch gut zu schreiben 
verstand.”  
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I argue, however, that a more fruitful line of inquiry lies in interpreting the epigram in its 
physical (social, historical, etc.) context, just as an ancient reader will have done. We turn now to 
the stele of Arniadas, which will further complicate the conventional public/private dichotomy, 
especially with reference to the potential ancient audiences for these monuments.  
2.3.3 Inscribing Arniadas at Corcyra  
CEG 145 (IG IX2 880; fig. 3), dated ca. 600, was found inscribed upon a stone stele (also 
referred to in the literature as a cippus) near Menekrates’ tumulus.85 We will consider, below, in 
more detail the problems of the stele’s findspot and its location and date relative to those of the 
tumulus, for these bear on the interpretation of both monuments. First, the text of the epigram. 
σᾶμα τόδε Ἀρνιάδα· χαροπὸς τόνδ’ ὄλε|σεν Ἄρες 
βαρνάμενον παρὰ ναυσ|ὶν ἐπ’ Ἀράθθοιο ρhοϝαῖσι, 
πολλὸ|ν ἀριστεύ⟨ϝ⟩οντα86 κατὰ στονόϝεσαν ἀϝυτάν.  
“This [is] the sama of Arniadas: fierce-eyed(?) Ares destroyed this man, fighting beside the ships 
by the streams of the Araththos,87 proving himself much the best throughout the battle-cry that 
brings groans.”  
Nobody, to my knowledge, has designated CEG 145 as a ‘public’ monument, doubtless 
because of the nature of the epigram. It commemorates a single warrior who died in battle with 
three hexameters that are, by common consensus, a masterpiece of epic style and show a 
connection too with martial paraenetic elegy.88 For example, the expression στονόϝεσαν 
ἀϝυτάν appears also at the end of a verse in the Odyssey (στονόεσσαν ἀϋτήν, 11.383). The 
                                                
85 per IG IX2 880, the stone measures 1.915 x 0.555 x 0.15 m. and is inscribed boustrophedon with the Corinthian 
script in four lines, with letters 0.035-0.09 m. tall. The inscribed face also has four small holes; we shall return to 
these below. 
86 ἀριστεύτοντα lap. ἀριστεύ{τ}οντα IG IX2 880 (see ad loc. for literature on the issue). 
87 Ecker (1990) 78-79 identifies Homeric parallels for the combination παρὰ ναυσίν in the context of battle, as well 
as phrases similar to ἐπ’ ... ρhοϝαῖσι with the name of a river in the genitive, but she notes instances of both in other 
early authors too.  
88 Lumpp (1963) 212-15, Ecker (1990) 69-88, Bowie (2010) 356, Camerotto (2015) 33-49. See further below. 
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accusative singular participle ἀριστεύ⟨ϝ⟩οντα is attested in the same metrical position in Homer, 
Hesiod, and Tyrtaeus, all in the context of battle.89 It is indeed remarkable that one of the 
Homeric parallels appears in the passage in which Hector imagines a future passerby observing 
the sema of his victim and remarking, as if reading an epigram on it, ἀνδρὸς μὲν τόδε σῆμα 
πάλαι κατατεθνηῶτος, / ὅν ποτ’ ἀριστεύοντα κατέκτανε φαίδιμος Ἕκτωρ (Il. 7.89-90, see 
further, below).90 Similarly, in Tyrtaeus (fr. 12 W), the word recurs in a passage that describes 
how the kleos and name of a man who dies fighting steadfast in battle will live on through his 
tumbos and children, and the passage shares other verbal similarities with the epigram: 
καὶ τύμβος καὶ παῖδες ἐν ἀνθρώποις ἀρίσημοι 
καὶ παίδων παῖδες καὶ γένος ἐξοπίσω·   (30) 
οὐδέ ποτε κλέος ἐσθλὸν ἀπόλλυται οὐδ’ ὄνομ’ αὐτοῦ, 
ἀλλ’ ὑπὸ γῆς περ ἐὼν γίνεται ἀθάνατος, 
ὅντιν’ ἀριστεύοντα μένοντά τε μαρνάμενόν τε  
γῆς πέρι καὶ παίδων θοῦρος Ἄρης ὀλέσηι.91 
Such correspondences of diction and verse-construction (iunctura-hunts would reveal more, no 
doubt) coupled with the thematic overlap between the epigram, elegy, and epic indicate that there 
is a shared poetic tradition that reflects a shared social ethos.92 But whose ethos is this? Whose 
poetry? 
                                                
89 Il. 7.90, 11.506, 15.460; Hes. fr. 33a.23 M-W; Tyrt. fr. 12.33 W. 
90 Scodel (1992) 58-59 argues that this is an “anti-epitaph,” since writing is not explicitly mentioned and the verses 
ironically commemorate Hector, not his victim. Clay (2016) 185-96 suggests that this passage is unique in Homer 
and is precious evidence for the poet’s familiarity with writing (I will return to this in Chapter 3). See also Petrovic 
(2016a) 45-58, criticized below, n. 92.  
91 “Both his tumbos and children will among men be eminent–and children’s children and family hereafter; and 
never does his excellent kleos perish, nor his name, but, though he be under earth, he becomes deatheless, 
whomever, proving himself best, standing his ground, and fighting for land and children, raging Ares destroys.”  
92 Petrovic (2016a) 45-58 builds on Muth and Petrovic (2013) 281-318, arguing that this and some similar funerary 
epigrams specifically evoke Homer in order to heroize the deceased (cf. Tentori Montalto [2017] 27-31). This is a 
step backward from Ecker’s (1990) approach, which recognizes that features we hastily identify as “Homeric” are in 
fact part of a common poetic tradition. To take one example, Petrovic (2016a) 51-54 highlights the motif of death by 
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Unlike Menekrates’ epigram with its mention of the demos and brother Praximenes, here the 
epigram says nothing about who erected it, as though that information were not important to 
communicate. Indeed, the reader is given no information as to Arniadas’ identity other than his 
manner of death. Strictly speaking, there is no evidence to confirm or deny that the epigram and 
monument were a ‘public’ or ‘private’ commemoration.93 Ironically, the epigram of Menekrates 
turns out to have more idion features than the present text, whose only token of personalization 
appears in the man’s name.  
2.3.4 Reading Arniadas at Corcyra: Idion vs. Demosion? 
Despite the silence of the epigram on the identity of its commissioner, scholars have felt 
justified in characterizing the poem as a preeminent example of private, aristocratic 
commemoration, e.g., E. Irwin: “its grand epic style all but transports [Arniadas] directly to the 
Island of the Blessed.”94 The perceived epicising features of the epigram are thus invoked as the 
preserve of wealthy families, who claim an elevated status for their dead by assimilating them to 
the heroes of the epic tradition. Irwin also notes a sharp contrast of content with the epigram of 
Menekrates, explaining the latter as deviant from the norm because it was a ‘public’ inscription 
                                                                                                                                                       
Ares and construes it as verification of the deceased’s virtue. But this is not a specifically Homeric feature: 
Archilochus (of all poets) has the gods participating in battle narratives: 94.1-3, perhaps 30; 98.7, 13; perhaps 108; 
adesp. el. 61.3, 9 (now known to be by Archilochus: Obbink [2006] 1), and Bowie (2001) 57 suggests that 
Archilochus may have discussed contemporary battles in ‘Homeric’ terms.  
93 Mustoxidi (1848) 288 suggested reading Χάροπος. τὸν δ’, which would designate Arniadas’ father, Charops, but 
the ambiguity of distinguishing father from son created by two genitives without either the definite article or a word 
for ‘son’ is against this interpretation (why not Charops the son of Arniadas?), and I have noted no parallels in 
Archaic funerary epigrams (contrast the example of hυιοῦ Τλασίαϝο Μενεκράτεος in Menekrates’ epigram, above); 
cf. Petrovic (2016b) 367. Tentori Montalto (2017) 28-31 has revived a case (cf. SEG 36.541) for interpreting 
Arniadas instead as the patronymic adjective, modifying Charops, but he can cite only two parallels from 
inscriptions, one of which (SEG 17.287; cf. 29.548) employs the definite article before the ‘patronymic’ adjective, 
suggesting that it is actually the name of a phratry or genos, the other (IG IV2 146), as Tentori Montalto (2017) 47 n. 
2 indicates, is debatable. One should mention SEG 47.1170 (on which, see Chapter 3), where the ‘patronymic’ 
adjective “Lykophronid” is preceded by the definite article, again suggesting that it is the name of a group. To make 
his case, Tentori Montalto (2017) 29 argues that the adjective χαροπός would not be applied to Ares in a Homeric 
epigram because Homer only applies it to Athena and Heracles; see my criticism in the previous note. 
94 Irwin (2005) 63-81, the present epigram cited passim (quotation: 77). 
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for a foreigner.95 In this way, the ‘private’ epigram is opposed, as we have seen, to the emerging 
‘public,’ democratic ideology identified in Menekrates’ epigram. But is such a hypothesized 
contrast between the two epigrams truly in evidence? 
A number of shared formal features indicate that the two epigrams are part of the same 
commemorative tradition. We have remarked the scorn of Franz (shared by others) for the 
quality of Menekrates’ epigram in comparison with the praise of scholars for that of Arniadas. 
But this is reading too much into the (manufactured) public/private opposition: Franz’ 
disappointment in the poet “who worked in the name of the people” suggests that the imprimatur 
of the ‘state’ all but demands a ‘professional’ poet,96 but are we to suppose that the demos spent 
all of its money on the construction of the tumulus? Indeed, the poem for Arniadas is not without 
its own ‘faults.’  
Both poems are composed in dactylic hexameters with phrasing found in Homeric epic or 
martial elegy.97 To take one example, the ‘epic’ form of the genitive, -οιο, appears in both 
epigrams, but these instances are treated variously by scholars: Lumpp adduces Ἀράθθοιο as an 
indication of the epigram’s strongly Homeric character, whereas Ecker suggests it is merely a 
traditional poetic form; yet Ecker stresses the specifically epic antecedents of the lexeme 
κασιγνέτοιο and its form in Menekrates’ poem.98 On the other hand, there is no known epic 
precedence for the proper name Ἀράθθοιο, so its poetic form here is presumably a coinage of the 
poet to serve his present needs.99 In terms of versification, the first alpha is probably artificially 
lengthened (should we call this a ‘fault’ of the poet, given that the word is not intractable in 
                                                
95 Irwin (2005) 77 n. 45.  
96 E.g. Day (2007) 30 for the connection between professional authorship and ‘public’ authorization of an epigram. 
97 On the language of these epigrams, see esp. Ecker (1990) 70-88 (Arniadas) and 89-110 (Menekrates), with 
literature. 
98 Lumpp (1963) 213; Ecker (1990) 78-79, 108-9 n. 278. 
99 See Ecker (1990) 77-78 n. 164 on the various forms of the river’s name. -θθ- is the earliest attested form, followed 
by -τθ- and eventually -χθ- (cf. the name Ἀραθθίονα in the Ambracia epigram, below).   
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hexameter verse?),100 just as in Menekrates’ epigram the iota of Τλασίαϝο must be lengthened 
metri causa,101 and this is explicable as an adaptation of the hexameter-closing phrase ποταμοῖο 
ῥοῆισι.102 Whether it is appropriate to term the -οιο form epic, traditional, or merely poetic, 
presumably it had a similar valence for an ancient reader in each of these poems. As such, it 
would be wrong to identify one epigram as conservative in poetic form and the other as 
innovative.  
In addition to such Panhellenic features, both epigrams employ Doric forms characteristic of 
the local dialect, though we must be careful to distinguish, where possible, those forms current in 
the contemporary spoken language from obsolete or invented forms (which scholars might 
variously term archaic, archaizing, or poetic). For example, the supposedly novel ‘public’ 
epigram bears the artificial poetic form Τλασίαϝο, whereas the supposedly traditional ‘private’ 
epigram employs instead the contemporary spoken form Ἀρνιάδα.103 Rather than attempt to tie 
the use of one form or the other to a particular tradition, social class, or political background, it 
seems more valid, in view of the fact that these epigrams are from the same place and are 
roughly contemporary, to interpret each as suitable options available to a poet composing a 
funerary epigram in Corcyra at this time.  
This approach seems validated as well by the Corinthian alphabet shared by the two 
inscriptions. Unlike the dialect, however, which Corcyra more or less shared with Locrian 
Oianthea,104 the local script of Corcyra was certainly different from that which was native to 
                                                
100 Ecker (1990) 77 n. 164 follows the agnosticism of Allen (1888) 77, but the evidence of Lycophron 409 and Call. 
fr. 646 Pf. (which Allen cites) strongly suggests that the quantity was properly short.   
101 Cf. Allen (1888) 75 and discussion above in the note to the translation.  
102 Thus Il. 16.669 ~ 16.679 (cf. 16.229 καλῆισι ῥοῆισι), Od. 6.216, Hes. fr. 363 M-W Ὡκεανοῖο ῥοῆισι.  
103 Cf. the note, above, on the translation Tlasias. 
104 See Miller (2014) 183-84 for stemmata of Northern Doric dialects; Buck §1; 232-36 on Locrian, and 252-55 on 
Corinthian. 
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Oianthea,105 and in this respect the local community is emphasized in Menekrates’ epigram, 
rather than the Locrian origin of Menekrates and his brother, Praximenes.106 The fact that one 
text is written retrograde, the other boustrophedon, may be explained by the differing form of the 
two monuments, which we will consider in the next section. 
2.3.5 Viewing the proxenos and Arniadas at Corcyra: Koinon-Idion 
We have seen that one modern mode of reading these inscriptions has been to see each as the 
representative of opposing trends in poetic commemoration and as definite evidence of socio-
political transformation. I have already suggested, in contrast to this mode of analysis, that many 
formal features unite, rather than separate, these inscriptions. Nevertheless, S. Oswald has 
recently suggested that the Corcyra epigrams constitute an example of what he calls “metrical-
peacocking,” or “semi-competitive dialogue.”107As noted in the beginning of this chapter, Ma, in 
his study of Hellenistic portrait statues, similarly posits an essentially competitive opposition 
between ‘public’ and ‘private’ dedications.108  
Day, however, in a forthcoming paper, argues that viewers could interpret multiple 
inscriptions in one setting in either a competitive or cooperative fashion, and to illustrate the 
latter type he adduces examples of multiple dedications offered by members of the same 
family.109 I suggest that the same cooperative reading may have been made when viewing the 
Corcyrean epigrams and their monuments–irrespective of the identity of the commemorators–
                                                
105 See LSAG 105-7 on the alphabet of Ozolian Locris (it has affinities with Phocian).  
106 See Luraghi (2010) esp. 75-76 with n. 17 on the usual practice of early inscriptions employing the dialect and 
alphabet of the notional speaker, not the place of the inscription. The alphabet, at least, of Menekrates’ epigram, 
would seem to represent the speech of the Corcyrean demos more than that of Praximenes.  
107 Oswald (2014) 185-86.  
108 Ma (2013) 3, chs. 5-6. He emphasizes (214-25) how the Hellenistic private statues often display the public role 
and identity of the honorand. 
109 Day (forthcoming).  
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and that each of the deceased was thereby embraced by the community (idion-koinon).110 These 
epigrams shared the motive of commemoration, and, in place of models of competition or socio-
political disruption, I propose that the epigrams were meant to be read cooperatively, the second 
epigram complementing the first (whichever was which), adopting and augmenting the prestige 
attached to the existing one. This is how the ancient reader will have encountered them.    
Admittedly, there are obvious differences between the large round monument constructed for 
Menekrates, with its single line (six-verse) inscription inscribed retrograde near the roof, and the 
tall stele of Arniadas, with its four lines (three hexameters) of poetry inscribed boustrophedon 
and standing vertically (see below). But, as Ecker observes, the unusual round tumulus erected 
for Menekrates is reminiscent of the monument (tumbos) that is to be heaped up high for 
Patroclus in the Iliad (23.245-48).111 Given the notable Archaic tendency to experiment with 
architectural forms (as we shall see later, with the case of the cenotaph at Ambracia), it would be 
hazardous to explain the unusual form of Menekrates’ monument as a token of novel polis-
centered commemoration, not least because the form does not become any better attested in the 
later Archaic or Classical periods.112 
 The σᾶμα of Arniadas, whether we prefer to label the stone a stele or a cippus, is a more 
familiar form in the corpus of Archaic funerary epigram (see below on other examples from the 
cemetery), but it too is likely reflected in the Iliad as well, as in the above quoted passage where 
                                                
110 As Scodel (1992) 68 observes, such funerary monuments, “insofar as their epitaphs speak for them, do not 
emphasize the distinction of great families from their communities as did great funeral rituals, but seek to integrate 
the dead and the builders into them.” 
111 Ecker (1990) 88.  
112 See Naso (2016) 9-32 for a recent survey of tumuli in the western Mediterranean from 800-500. The typology is 
not strictly defined: barrows of earth such as the so-called soros at Marathon and the royal Macedonian tumuli of 
Vergina could both be called tumuli, but the built structure of Menekrates is different. A contemporary analogue 
could be the massive (65.4 m diameter) tumulus at Belevi outside Ephesus, its first construction phase dated to the 
6th c. Like that of Menekrates, it is thought to be a cenotaph, but grave offerings made through the Hellenistic 
period have led to its interpretation as a hero’s “grave.” Its first phase consists of a round wall of two courses that 
contain a mound of earth that covered a burial chamber and dromos; see Kasper (1977) 127-80. 
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Hector imagines the sema of his vanquished enemy proclaiming Hector to be the killer (7.89-90). 
We cannot conclude that one monument is traditional or epicising and the other innovative or 
polis-oriented on the basis of this evidence.  
Most importantly, the two epigrams derive from the same cemetery, were definitely located 
next to one another, and are roughly contemporary. In Appendix A, I reexamine the excavation 
reports on the two monuments and here I summarize my conclusions. The date of each 
monument is based mainly on the paleographic evidence (which admits of little precision), but, 
while we do not know their dating relative to one another, they are probably roughly 
contemporary. More importantly, unlike most Greek inscriptions, the stele of Arniadas was 
found in situ, firmly set in its rectangular base near the tumulus of Menekrates (also in situ; cf. 
fig. 2c), a fact that has gone unnoticed in discussions of the monuments after 1938. Finally, I 
suggest on the basis of the excavation data and the reported measurements of each monument 
that the horizontal inscription that ran around the upper course of the tumulus stood at the same 
level as some part of the vertical inscription on the standing stele of Arniadas. I conclude that the 
one monument was likely placed intentionally with respect to the other, and that, once both were 
established, readers likely thus encountered the two monuments together. 
Moreover, the horizontal inscription on Menekrates’ tumulus begins at the north and runs 
clockwise to the south, ending at a point facing to the southwest.113 Since Arniadas’ stele was 
positioned to the south of the tumulus (or the tumulus to the north of the stele), one can imagine 
an ancient reader of Menekrates’ epigram being encouraged to engage subsequently with the 
stele. Conversely, a reader of Arniadas’ epigram, attracted by the large structure to the north, 
would have to pass around the tumulus to the north in order to reach the beginning of its 
                                                
113 Cf. Mustoxidi (1848) 276, who speculates that the cemetery’s entrance lay to the north.  
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inscription (which was helpfully marked, as we have noted), then move back southwards, 
walking twice around the eastern side of the structure.114    
Above, I emphasized some of the features shared by the epigrams. To be sure, there are 
differences, but are these necessarily a sign of opposition or competition? Menekrates, for 
example, is identified by his father’s name and his place of origin. Arniadas, however, if a local, 
didn’t need to be identified as a Corcyrean, for presumably this will have been the default 
assumption of a reader at Corcyra. 
The praise of Menekrates includes repeated mention of the demos, and this, we have noted, 
will have been distinctive to an ancient reader, providing a civic frame that is not explicit in 
Arniadas’. But if one were to read first Menekrates’ epigram and then Arniadas’, perhaps some 
of the civic frame could have been imparted to the latter. Tyrtaeus, as we saw, specifies that a 
fighter like Arniadas fights γῆς πέρι καὶ παίδων, and this could have been imported to 
Arniadas’ epigram: he was fighting on behalf of this land, where you stand, the one Menekrates 
served so admirably.  
Moreover, the specification that Arniadas died at the Araththos river could have meant a 
great deal to a local audience: the enemy whom he fought could thereby have been identified via 
the site of the battle. Although we lack knowledge of the historical event,115 this small detail 
could have activated a host of associations in the mind of a contemporary reader. Perhaps ‘the 
battle at the Araththos’ was one in which others from Corcyra fought. The event could have been 
                                                
114 McGowan (2016) 165-68, 173-74 argues based on descriptions in Homer and the encircling iconography of 
loutrophoroi that tumuli encouraged mourners to circumambulate the tomb during rituals.  
115 Scholars have speculated that the fighting at the Araththos was a naval conflict between Corcyra and her 
metropolis Corinth, perhaps near Ambracia, which was another Corinthian colony (cf. the Ambracian epigrams 
discussed below): see references in IG IX2 880. A naval conflict between Corcyra and Corinth is recorded by 
Thucydides (1.13.4), but its dating is debated (Thucydides reckons 260 years backwards from the end of “this war”; 
if he means 404, then the date is 664, which Hornblower [1991] ad loc. thinks is too early, but there is really no 
evidence to decide the issue).  
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commemorated in a fuller form than the one word of the epigram,116 perhaps in a narrative elegy 
of the kind that Bowie has suggested were performed at festivals; indeed, Bowie argues that such 
narrative elegies may have had an influence on longer elegiac epigrams.117 However this may be, 
we may note that both Menekrates and Arniadas are described as dying away from home. The 
fact that Arniadas’ death is not expressly stated to have been on behalf of the demos should not 
be taken as indication of aristocratic discontent with the ‘new’ polis. Arniadas and Menekrates 
were commemorated alongside one another, both integrated into the same community (koinon).  
2.3.6 Viewing the Koinon at Corcyra: Xenares and Polynoa 
It remains now to mention two more Archaic funerary epigrams from Corcyra, one likely 
from somewhere in the cemetery at Garitsa, the other now lost and with no record of its findspot. 
These complement the two epigrams already discussed, although the analysis here will be more 
tentative given our lack of knowledge about their original location and textual uncertainties. 
The first, CEG 146 (IG IX2 881; fig. 4a-b), is inscribed retrograde on a column-capital (the 
last three letters run down the left edge);118 the original fluted column upon which it stood is now 
lost,119 and its association with the Garitsa cemetery is based on its discovery in a nearby 
                                                
116 Compare the richer historical account preserved in the Ambracia cenotaph-epigram, discussed below. 
117 Bowie (1986), (2001), (2016); cf. Sider (2006), Grethlein (2010). On narrative elegy’s influence on epigram: 
Bowie (2010) 318-19, 377. Bowie acknowledges that hexameter poetry (both epigrammatic and otherwise) is 
relevant, but he focuses upon the influence of elegy. I do not see why Arniadas should not have been commemorated 
both by a ‘narrative elegy’ and his hexameter epigram.  
118 Per IG IX2 881, the capital is 0.343 m. tall; the abacus measures (H x W x Th): 0.162 x 0.765 x 0.769 m. The 
Corinthian letters range in height: 0.016-0.018 [this range must exclude omicron, which appears to be much 
smaller]. No cuttings are reported on top of the capital, but I have not yet seen it. 
119 A ring with 16 flutes bearing traces of original red paint forms the bottom of the echinus: Schleif (apud 
Rodenwaldt Korkyra I 76-78). I am not sure why Hansen ad loc. states “capitulum columnae non striatae deperditae 
(columna striata quacum coniunctum exhibetur recentis aetatis est)” (emphasis mine).  
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garden.120 It is dated on paleographic grounds to ca. 575-50? by Jeffery, the beginning of the 
sixth century by Hallof, and to the late seventh century by Rodenwaldt and Schleif:121 
 
στάλα Ξενϝάρεος τοῦ Μhείξιός εἰμ’ ἐπὶ τύ|μοι. 
“I am the stala of Xenares, son of Meixis, upon (his) tum(m)os.”122    
The epigram is a single hexameter; like Menekrates’, it is inscribed (nearly) in a single line, 
read right to left. As it once stood, atop a column,123 the inscription may have given a similar 
impression to that of Menekrates, which crowns his tumulus. Two more columns were found in 
the excavation of Menekrates’ monument,124 and these too, I suspect, were grave-markers. Once 
again, note that no commemorator is named in the inscription, only the deceased and his 
patronym (like Menekrates, but unlike Arniadas).   
But Xenares has been fitted into the same aristocratic, ‘private’ tradition as Arniadas. E. P. 
McGowan has suggested that columns serving as grave markers had ‘heroic’ associations and 
proposed that Xenares’ ‘Homeric’ epigram, combined with the form of the monument, indicates 
                                                
120 Bergmann (1867) 136: “...unweit des bekannten Denkmals des Menekrates in dem zum Hause des Γεώργιος 
Λιτζαρτόπουλος gehörigen kleinen Garten...”.  
121 See IG IX2 881 ad loc. on the date; Hallof seems to split the difference between the lower (paleographic) dating 
of Jeffery and the 7th-c. date advocated by Schleif (apud Rodenwaldt Korkyra I 76-78, 89) and Rodenwaldt 
(Korkyra II 195), who argue that the form of the capital suggests a date a generation earlier than the Artemis temple, 
which is dated 600-585. Jeffery (LSAG 233) argues that the small, neat lettering relative to the large area of the face 
of the abacus indicates a later date, but I note that the letter-forms correspond to those of Arniadas and Menekrates 
(except omicron is dotted).  
122 The form tum(m)os and its origin are debated. It occurs also in another Corcyrean epitaph CEG 144 (see below) 
and in CEG 108 (Eretria, ca. 450?). Schywzer GG I 496 with n. 2 interprets the form as τύ̅μος, speculates about I.-
E. origins, and doubts an alleged Illyrian etymology for τύμβος; Chantraine denies the possibility of an I.-E. origin; 
Beekes (2010) 1517-18 states that the form τῦμος is metrically guaranteed and takes the existence of the 
“Corycrean” variant as evidence that the word is pre-Greek, but this ignores the Eretrian example. Hansen (ad locc.) 
interprets the form as τύμμος, i.e., the result of consonant assimilation and simplex writing of the geminate. Hansen 
notes that in CEG 108 διαμπερές is written διαμερές, and in my view this is decisive in favor of τύμμος. Given the 
spread of the examples, we cannot conclude that it is a dialectic or regional form, but the two Corcyrean cases surely 
have some affinity with one another.   
123 I have found no estimates for the height of the original column based on the dimensions of the capital.  
124 See Appendix A, n. 2.  
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a direct emulation of epic funerary commemoration.125 Indeed, the text shares diction with the 
Iliad,126 as well as with other early inscribed epigrams.127 As above, however, I caution against 
positing the specific influence of Homer rather than a general shared background: we have 
already observed with Hector’s vision of an anti-epigram upon the tomb of his victim that the 
Iliad-poet was himself aware of such inscribed markers. Moreover, one of the Homeric parallels 
adduced by McGowan, Il. 11.371 (στήληι κεκλιμένος ἀνδροκμήτωι ἐπὶ τύμβωι), is also 
reflected in a different way in the cemetery: what is Menekrates’ monument but a “tumbos 
constructed by man”?  
Although we are unable to read this epigram in its original physical context, some surviving 
evidence suggests how individuals may have interacted with it, and similar evidence exists for 
the stele of Arniadas. On the inscribed face of the abacus survive two pairs of holes (cf. fig. 4a-
b), and on the left side of the abacus three more pairs, with nails reportedly still within them. I 
have noticed similar holes on the echinus and abacus of a late Archaic inscribed funerary 
column-capital from Megara Hyblaia (an early Doric-speaking colony on Sicily); interstingly, 
the form of the echinus is characterized as reproducing an earlier type, characteristic of seventh- 
and sixth-century Sicily.128  
                                                
125 McGowan (1995) 618-20. Contrast Day (1989) 17, who suggests that “its adherence to a prose recipe leaves us 
feeling the echo [of Homer] has been grafted on mechanically to supply an elegant flourish.” 
126 See McGowan (1995) 618-20: στάλα ... ἐπὶ τύ|μοι is exactly paralleled at Il. 11.371 (στήληι κεκλιμένος 
ἀνδροκμήτωι ἐπὶ τύμβωι) and cf. 17.434 (ἀλλ’ ὥς τε στήλη μένει ἔμπεδον, ἥ τ’ ἐπὶ τύμβωι).   
127 See CEG 144, discussed below, and CEG 108.5 (Eretria, ca. 450?) τύμοι ἐπ’ ἀκροτ|άτοι στέλεν ἀκάματον (a 
slightly irregular pentameter, with a spondaic opening to the second hemiepes and lengthening of the first alpha of 
ἀκάματον).  
128 IGASMG I2 5 (~IGDS 23, IG XIV 590, SEG 26.1088), dated late 6th/early 5th c. The paleographic dating should 
perhaps be revisited, in view of the early date of the form of the echinus. The abacus is inscribed orthograde 
Κα⟨λ⟩λιστέος : εἰμί. (see cited eds. for different articulations of the text). On the echinus, roughly below the end of 
the inscription, are two holes, several centimetres apart, parallel to the ground; there appears to be another such hole 
on the left side of the abacus (with respect to the inscribed side). I have not noticed any mention of these holes in the 
literature, and the published photos, which focus upon the inscription, do not show them. The capital is displayed at 
a high level in the museum of Syracuse, and it might repay closer autopsy.  
 78 
McGowan has tentatively suggested on the basis of depictions on vases that Xenares’ 
monument was adorned with ribbons, garlands, or some other ornamentation.129 Another 
possibility is that locks of hair were hung on the capital–either those cut by mourners (as already 
in the Iliad), or even mementos from the deceased himself.130 Given the placement of the holes 
on two sides of the abacus, viewers may have been encouraged to move around the capital, as 
they must have done in order to read Menekrates’ epigram (cf. my discussion of the epigram on 
another funerary column-capital, CEG 136, in Chapter 4.3). I have not observed any other 
explanation for these holes.  
As noted above, the stele of Arniadas has four holes in the inscribed face: one at the top, one 
on the left edge, two on the right edge (n. 85; cf. fig. 3). Hallof explains these as “without a 
doubt” holes for ropes that were used to move the stele.131 But in his early publication Orioli 
advanced the possibility that they were used to hang ornamentation such as garlands or ribbons, 
although he remained agnostic on the issue.132 The nails preserved in some of the holes on the 
capital of Xenares show that these at least were not used to receive ropes. Thus, given that there 
                                                
129 McGowan (1995) 618 with n. 16, where she cites as well an early-fifth-century votive Doric capital from Ugento 
with similar holes. See also McGowan (2016) 163-79. Kurtz (1968) 186-88 categorizes offerings (as shown in 
Athenian white ground lekythoi) as either retrospective (an object cherished by the deceased), anticipatory 
(something needed in death), or commemorative (an honor to the deceased). Since all such offerings could have a 
commemorative role, a distinction might better be drawn between objects left at the time of the funeral and those left 
later. 
130 Achilles offers his hair at the funeral of Patroclus (Il. 23.141-53). Hair cutting by mourners at tombs is well 
attested in tragedy: see Denniston (1939) ad El. 91; Burkert (1985) 70 generally. At Aesch. Sept. 49-50 the Seven 
‘crown’ Adrastus’ chariot with mementoes which are to be sent back home to their parents (μνημεῖά θ’ αὑτῶν τοῖς 
τεκοῦσιν ἐς δόμους / πρὸς ἅρμ’ Ἀδράστου χερσὶν ἔστεφον ...). At Eur. IT 820-21 Iphigenia offers her hair instead 
of her body for her tomb (Ορ. τί γάρ; κόμας σὰς μητρὶ δοῦσα σῆι φέρειν; / Ιφ. μνημεῖά γ’ ἀντὶ σώματος τοὐμοῦ 
τάφωι.); as Kyriakou (2006) ad loc. notes, such offerings are typical of people who expect to die away from home. 
See Cairns (2016) 294-306 on Hellenistic epigrams dealing with dedications of hair; one of these, AP 6.156 
(Theodoridas), recounts a mother’s dedication of her son’s hair to the “Amarynthian maidens.” 
131 IG IX2 880 ad loc.: “quattuor foramina ‘per quae sine dubio funes transmittebantur, quibus in portando lapide 
opus erat’.” The quotation is unattributed (it is from IG IX 868).  
132 Orioli (1846a) 12: “Il diametro è d’un oncia vantaggiata. Nè so dire se furon fatti per passarvi corde atte ad 
ajutare la collocazione, o se piuttosto a servir d’ anello dove attaccare corone, e tenie, secondo l’antico uso.” 
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are similar holes on both the capital and the stele, it may be that they served the same function on 
both monuments.  
Admittedly, the argument that these holes served for hanging offerings or adornments left by 
mourners is tentative, but in the absence of other arguments, it is worth considering. The fact that 
these holes are positioned on the inscribed faces of both monuments may indicate that their use 
was connected with the epigrams. One could imagine, for example, a mourner reading the 
epigram and then adding a token of adornment. Alternatively, if the monuments were already 
adorned, a reader’s attention might thereby be drawn to the text. Note that the four holes on both 
inscribed faces are arranged in such a way that a ribbon or lock of hair suspended vertically 
would not obscure the inscription. 
In a study of the evidence from vases and sculpture of the sixth and fifth century for rituals at 
burial mounds (tumuli), McGowan has assembled examples of offerings such as ribbons, vases, 
foliage, and athletic equipment.133 For example, an askos by the Tyszkiewicz painter (ca. 500-
490) depicts a large burial mound with a warrior (possibly the deceased) rising up behind it. The 
tumulus is covered with offerings: a discus, taeniae, javelins, and halters.134 Although she does 
not mention the tumulus of Menekrates, her evidence, combined with the evidence of the holes 
on the monuments of Arniadas and Xenares, indicate that his tumulus could have been the 
recipient of such offerings as well.  
If the stele of Arniadas, column of Xenares, and possibly the tumulus of Menekrates received 
mourners who left the same sort of adornments, we would have another shared feature that will 
have connected the individual mourners of each of the deceased. In the case of Arniadas and 
Xenares (both presumably from Corcyra), one might speculate that these were family members; 
                                                
133 McGowan (2016) 163-79. 
134 McGowan (2016) 169 with pl. 63 fig. 12 (Boston, MFA 13.169).  
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would Praximenes or others have come from Oianthea to honor Menekrates’ tomb, or might 
representatives of the demos have taken on this function? In any event, such activity would be a 
common ritual that took place in the open (recall Macé’s publicité sensible). Moreover, the 
hypothesized tokens of mourners’ engagement with these stone monuments and their inscriptions 
would attest to the ongoing life of each monument. Thus, passersby too might be compelled to 
read their epigrams, commemorate the deceased, and recognize their continuing relevance to the 
community (koinon).135   
We turn to our fourth epigram. The now lost inscription IG IX2 878 (CEG 144; fig. 5) was 
inscribed upon a stone stele broken at its base but reportedly preserved at the sides and largely at 
the top as well. The layout of the inscription is partially boustrophedon; the beginning of the text, 
disposed in so-called false boustrophedon, may have drawn the reader’s eye, much as the sign at 
the beginning of Menekrates’ epigram may have done (see above).136 Jeffery dated this 
inscription earlier than the other Corycrean epigrams (to the second half of the seventh century), 
but this relies on a single letter-form (that of Corinthian epsilon) that can only be verified via the 
surviving line drawings.137 It was found in 1819, but its findspot is not recorded: 
[‒ ⏔ ]τίμου ματρὸς ἐγὸ hέστακ’ | ἐπὶ τύμοι  
                                                
135 See Day (1989) 22-28 on epigrams’ orientation to readers who were not present for the actual funerary ritual. 
McGowan (2016) esp. 170-75 shows from the abundance of offerings in vase iconography that such monuments 
were imagined to receive repeated ritual activity. Note especially the RF white ground lekythos by the Vouni 
painter, ca. 460, NY, Met 35.11.5, shown pl. 65 figs. 15-16, which depicts two stelai on rectangular bases in front of 
a round white mound; the stele on the left is approached by a woman holding a taenia, while a youth approaches the 
other stele from the right and holds a thin wreath. Both stelai are already wrapped with many ribbons and have other 
offerings hanging from the base. See also Oakley (2004) 145-46, with pl. vii. 
136 Were the stele standing upright (as presumably it once did), the first line stands at the right, running up the stele, 
oriented such that a reader would turn the head to the left; the second line runs down, facing in the opposite direction 
to line 1, such that a reader would turn the head to the right; the third line, at the left of the stele, runs up, but such 
that reader would keep the head to the right (see fig. 5; cf. tab. 1 no. 878 in IG IX2, which is upside down with 
respect to this description); Jeffery LSAG 49-50 would call lines 1-2 “false boustrophedon,” while 2-3 are 
boustrophedon (cf. add. on the terminology). This layout compels readers to interact with the inscription in a 
dynamic fashion.    
137 The rounded shape of this letter is considered earlier, but note that in Mustoxidi’s drawing (1848) 268, my fig. 5, 
(which is considered more authoritative than earlier drawings), this form appears only in the third line, whereas the 
pointed form appears elsewhere. In IG IX2 878 it is dated to the end of the 7th century. 
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Πολυνόϝας σ[⏔ ‒ | ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ]πετο ματρ[x].138 
“I stand upon the tum(m)os, the [sama (vel sim.)] of [...] mother, Polynoa, [...] mother.”  
Editors have proposed reading at the beginning of the verse μνᾶμ(α), σᾶμ(α),139 or 
στάλα,140 followed by a masculine name ending in -τίμου, which would specify whose mother 
the deceased, Polynoa, was. But it may be a peculiar chauvinism that has led to the insistence 
that the child’s name must be expressed in the first verse. With such a reading the word order is 
confusing (and unidiomatic): what would prevent the interpretation “[the marker] of –timos, of 
the mother Polynoa”?141 I tentatively suggest instead reading the adjective of praise ἐν]τίμου,142 
or possibly ἐρι]τίμου,143 which would modify ματρὸς (and be preceded by σᾶμ(α) or μνᾶμ(α)): 
“I stand upon the tumbos, the [sama (vel sim.)] of an [hon]ored mother, Polynoa, [?but groaning 
remained for the] mother’s [?son or ?family].”144 
Bracketing the uncertainties of the text, we can detect several continuities with the three 
other epigrams: metre, diction (ἐπὶ τύμοι, with the same rare form as in Xenares’ epigram) the 
                                                
138 I follow the text of IG IX2 878, except I print and dot the tau (at τίμου) which in IG is merely drawn and 
interpreted in the app. crit.  
139 Cf. the epigrams of Menekrates and Arniadas, above. 
140 Cf. the epigram of Xenares (CEG 146), above. 
141 Cf. Wallace (1970a) 98, who actually argues for this interpretation. 
142 The word is attested in Attic tragedy, but appears in funerary epigrams of the later Classical period: CEG 473.12 
(=99a, Merenda), applied to a mantis, and 595.5 (Kerameikos), differently: the deceased is ἔντιμον χθονίοισι θεοῖς. 
The fact that the word στοναχή is not otherwise found in funerary epigrams until the later Classical period (CEG 
557.1; cf. 587.5) does not mean it is a poor supplement to offer here. 
143 The adjective is applied only to objects in Homer, but the word is read at SLG S 339a 6-7 (P.Oxy. 2623 fr. 21a, 
Lobel), possibly an epinician, perhaps by Pindar, Bacchylides, or Simonides: ] πατέρος τ’ ἄπο ν[.]χ[ (ca. ?) ἐ-]|  
ριτίμου κασιγ[νητ].[ , where it perhaps modifies the word that follows it (but Lobel tentatively suggested it could 
be the proper name Eritimos). In favor of reading it in the epigram, and another argument against reading a proper 
name at ]τίμου, is the fact that the spurious diphthong is not spelled out in the name Πολυ-, where it is metrically 
required: Wachter [2001] 336 suggests that both spellings were viable options, but he also shows (224-45) that the 
spelling with upsilon is associated with poetic inscriptions. The variant spelling of the diphthong could thus be 
attributed to the fact that the proper name has the ‘non-poetic’ spelling (cf. Wachter [2001] COR 82 Πολυδάμας), 
whereas the poetic adjective employs the poetic form.  
144 The remainder of the second verse was restored by Kaibel 181a (followed by many) as σ[τοναχὰ δὲ | hυιο͂ι 
κατελεί]πετο ματρ[ός] and by FH 24 (app. crit., there in regularized orthography) as σ[τοναχὰ δ’ hυιοῦ φίλου 
hέσ]πετο ματρ[ί]. 
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first-person speech of the monument (cf. Xenares’ epigram).145 In addition, the boustrophedon 
inscription on a stone146 stele or cippus is paralleled by that of Arniadas, and the stele-form is 
attested by two more early monuments, both probably from the Garitsa cemetery (one bearing a 
very fragmentary inscription dated to the end of the seventh century).147  
By all appearances, the ‘private’ familial relationship predominates (“mother,” bis). There is 
no civic dimension detectable in what survives of the epigram. But if it once stood in the Garitsa 
cemetery near the monuments of Menekrates and Arniadas, the suggestion that Polynoa’s is the 
earliest epigram should be kept in mind when considering the others. For example, the same 
form of monument, with an epigram of similar length, was deemed appropriate for both a mother 
and a warrior. The stele inscribed with an epigram was not reserved only for males or youths. 
The poet of the similar epigram of Xenares needn’t have turned to Homer for his diction but 
could have composed it in emulation of Polynoa’s.148 The emphasis on the community’s grief in 
Menekrates’ epigram (damosion kakon) could reflect the second verse for Polynoa. Scholars may 
debate about the degree to which Polynoa’s life was restricted to the home (a topic beyond our 
present scope), but her death was as ‘public’ as that of Menekrates. 
                                                
145 According to Svenbro (1993) 31-34 the deictic pronoun alone, even without a first-person verb form, can be 
interepreted as first person (he restricts this argument to texts before ca. 550). Arniadas’ epigram, beginning sama 
tode, could then be interpreted “I am the sama of Arniadas....” On ‘speaking objects,’ see Burzachechi (1964) 3-54 
and Wachter (2010) 250-60.  
146 Mustoxidi (1848) 269 remarks in passing that it is “marmo,” but I am not sure how much weight can be attached 
to this. 
147 IG IX2 879 reads – – – κλέα. This inscription was first mentioned in connection with the discovery in 1969 of 
part of a large stele (H x W x Th = 2.02, 0.90, 0.30 m., its only form of inscription being on its lateral sides, a 
vertical line(s?)) from a rescue excavation made near the tomb of Menekrates: K. Kostoglou AD 23B2 (1970) [1973] 
325, pin. 278. Kostoglou suggested that the new stele had similar dimensions and was worked in a similar manner to 
that of Arniadas, and on this basis dated the new stele to the end of the 7th c. The inscribed fragment, however, 
seems to come from a smaller cippus (although broken at top, it measures H x W x Th = 0.475, 0.21-0.255, 0.095 
m., with letters 0.10-0.13 m.). Strauch (1997) 235 (the ed. pr.) claims that it was found in the Garitsa cemetery, but 
this is not actually stated by Kostoglou (he only says it has the museum number 1381); Strauch (236) thinks that the 
form of alpha is earlier than that found in Arniadas’ stele, which he puts in late 7th or early 6th c.  
148 Although, as I have suggested, it is probably best to speak of a (Panhellenic) poetic tradition shared by, e.g., 
Homer, martial elegists, and commemorators at Corcyra.  
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Our first case study, texts from an Archaic cemetery at Corcyra, has shown how modern 
categories of public and private can distort the interpretation of these epigrams. I have suggested 
that ancient concepts of public and private can provide a more suitable analytical frame, and on 
this basis I have pursued contexualized readings of these poems. We have found that these texts 
shared a common motive and that readers encountering them may have read them cooperatively; 
in some cases the local community is highlighted in its exclusive, official capacity, but, in 
general, these texts reaffirm for readers the integrity of the community, including women.  
In my second case study, we move forward in time to consider epigrams set up in a cemetery 
of Ambracia during the late Archaic period. Once again, I pursue contextualized readings. One 
long elegiac epigram from a polyandrion is studied alongside another elegiac poem that 
commemorates a deceased foreigner, not unlike Menekrates at Corcyra. In this case, where we 
have evidence for the later life of the polyandrion in the context of the cemetery, a diachronic 
perspective will indicate how these texts may have been received by later generations. 
2.4 Reading Epigrams in Late Archaic Ambracia 
Having considered the early cemetery of Corcyra, we turn to that of another city founded in 
the seventh century by Corinth, Ambracia (modern Arta), which lies on the Arachthus river in 
northwest Greece.149 In 1985-1986, the 12th Ephoria of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities 
carried out excavations on the Charitou-Manara plot along Kommenou street. The excavations, 
as reported by E. Andreou, revealed part of the southwestern cemetery of Ambracia: five 
funerary periboloi (burial areas enclosed and defined by walls) situated on either side of the large 
road (11-12 m. broad) that ran north-south from the southern gate of the ancient city (we will 
address the other finds from this cemetery later).150 One of these periboloi was the subject of a 
                                                
149 The city was founded by Gorgus, the son of Cypselus (Strabo 7.7.6).  
150 E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 103-5. See below for other excavations in the cemetery.  
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separate publication by I. Andreou and has received much attention from students of epigraphy, 
epigram, and archaic elegy, for it bears a monumental inscription of (originally) five elegiac 
couplets in commemoration of several slain individuals (fig. 6a-d).151 Proposed dates for the 
inscription have ranged between 600 and 480, and several scholars believe that the inscription 
was augmented over time, the final elegiac distich being an addition. In Appendix B I address 
these issues, and I conclude that the text was most likely inscribed once and dates approximately 
to the late sixth or early fifth century.  
Before considering the epigram, I will first give a brief description of the monument and 
comment upon a stele inscribed with an epigram that was also found during the excavation. As 
we shall see, it is not agreed whether the stele was part of the peribolos-monument or not, and 
this issue is relevant for the interpretation of the two texts. In Appendix C I address the 
controversy at greater length.  
2.4.1 The Monument  
The peribolos lies on the eastern side of the ancient road and is formed by a large façade 
(12.5 m. wide, 2.5 m. tall) with two lateral walls projecting east, built against the slope of the 
Perranthi hill, augmented by fill. The form (also in reference to other nearby periboloi) is often 
called pi-shaped by archaeologists, but note that the façade appears more extensive than the 
‘legs’.152 The walls are composed of well-worked limestone blocks in three pseudo-isodomic 
courses that rest upon a course bearing an unusual torus molding and that are surmounted by 
another course with the same torus molding; the molding continues at the left and right sides of 
the façade, thus creating a visual frame (fig. 6c).  
                                                
151 I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 425-45. 
152 The north wall is 3.5 m. long, the south 6 m. It is not clear to me whether these are the original dimensions since 
both are damaged and partially covered by earth. 
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It is atop this structure that a final course of limestone blocks originally rested, and across the 
face of this course runs the epigram, which is inscribed boustrophedon and stoichedon in 
Corinthian script (letter height 0.06 m.; fig. 6a-b). This course was not found on the monument 
but in the fill of the road in front of the monument. The excavators explain that the blocks fell, 
almost in a row, during a massive earthquake in the first century BC.153 The two rightmost 
blocks of the inscribed course were not found, so a little more than two verses are missing from 
the middle of the epigram. One can only speculate whether these fell off at the same time as the 
other blocks, prior on another occasion, or even later than the first century damage. The 
excavators describe the monument as a cenotaph on the basis of their interpretation of the 
inscription and because they uncovered no burials within the peribolos, with the notable 
exception of a cist grave with a single skeleton dated to the mid-fourth century, i.e., a burial not 
original to the monument.154 We shall return to discuss this later burial, but in the discussion that 
follows I will refer to the peribolos as a cenotaph in the sense that it seems designed originally to 
have no burials.  
In addition to the inscribed course of the cenotaph, fragments of a stele inscribed with an 
elegiac poem (SEG 41.540B; fig. 7a-d) were also found; the excavators interpret the stele as 
having stood originally on the inscribed top course of the peribolos, roughly in the center. 
Others, however, have suggested that the stele, whose inscription evidently includes the word 
“Corinthian,” was not part of the monument. In Appendix C I address the controversy at greater 
length, but I summarize my conclusion here: the material evidence is inconclusive, so it is 
                                                
153 E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 104: the road showed deposits from river flooding in the 2nd c. as well as 
blocks from the periboloi, fragments of stelai, and stele-bases that had fallen as the result of an earthquake dated to 
the 1st c. BC; cf. E. and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 110-11.  
154 E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 103, 104. It is not made clear in the report how deep within the peribolos the 
excavation was conducted; the cist grave is visible today, very near the level of the top of the peribolos façade. E. 
and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 111 add that ox bones were among the finds from the cenotaph but provide 
no details. The Andreous connect these bones with their (mistaken) interpretation of the end of the first verse of the 
epigram, but it is possible that they were either associated with a funerary ritual or else are chance fill.  
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methodologically safest to establish the text of each epigram independently from the other. I will 
discuss the text of the cenotaph first, but, to anticipate my conclusion about the stele, I do not 
believe that they originally belonged to the same monument. All that can now be said about their 
relationship is that the stele may originally have been located in proximity to the cenotaph. We 
can only speculate as to the cause and date of its destruction. The inscription of the stele is likely 
somewhat later than that of the cenotaph, but probably not by much, ca. 500-475? 
2.4.2 The Cenotaph’s Epigram 
Let us turn now to the epigram of the cenotaph. The editio princeps by I. Andreou has been 
improved by J. Bousquet and A. Matthaiou, as well as by the contributions of A. Cassio and G. 
B. D’Alessio.155 The following text is based on the efforts of these scholars as well as my own 
autopsy.156 
ἄνδρας [τ]ούσδ’ [ἐ]σλοὺς ὀλοφύρομαι hοῖσι Πυραιβο͂ν ⁝ 
παῖδες ἐμετίσαντ’ ἀλκινόεντα φόνον 
ἀνγε[λ]ίαν μετιόντας ἀπ’ εὐρυχόροι[ο ⏑ ‒× ] 
[ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ‒ ⏖ ‒ ⏖ × ]  
[ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏖ ‒ × ]157      5 
πατρίδ’ ἀν’ ἱμερτὰν πένθος ἔθαλλε τότε ⁝  
τόδε δ’ ἀπ’ Ἀνπρακίας, Ναυσίστρατο<ν>, αὐτὰ παθόντε, ⁝  
Καλλίταν τ’ Ἀΐδα δο͂μα μέλαν κατέχE  
κα|È μὰν Ἀραθθίονα καÈ Εὔξενον ἴστε, πολῖταE,  
                                                
155 SEG 41.540A and 44.463; I. Andreou’s ed. pr.: AD 41A (1986) [1991] 425-45; Bousquet (1992) 585-606; 
Matthaiou (1990-1991) [1993] 271-77, 303-10, with a response by E. and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 109-13; 
Cassio (1994) 101-17; and D’Alessio (1995) 22-26.  
156 The apparatus I provide is not exhaustive, but I present there significant differences of letters read on the stone, as 
well as differing articulations of the text. I do not systematically record places where Andreou’s readings or 
interpretation differ from mine.  
157 The break between lines one and two of the inscription falls somewhere in the lacuna; Tentori Montalto (2017) 
85 places the break at the division of verses 4 and 5, but there is no evidence to establish this.  
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hος μετὰ το͂νδ’ ἀνδρο͂ν Κὰρ ἔκιχεν θανάτου ⁝   10  
2. ἀλκινόεντα Matthaiou: ἀ[λ]κ- D’Alessio: α[ἰ]κ- Bousquet. 3. μετιόντας Matthaiou: με⟨τ⟩- 
(corr. ex π) Bousquet. 7. τόδε δ’ ἀπ’ Bousquet: το͂δε δ’ ἄπ’ Matthaiou. Ναυσίστρατο<ν> 
Cassio, D’Alessio: -ος lap. παθόντε Cassio, D’Alessio: παθόν τε Bousquet. 8. in fin. ⁝ leg. 
Andreou. 9. in fin. ⁝ leg. Andreou. 10. hος Andreou, fere: hὸς tent. Matthaiou. 
“[T]hese [ex]cellent men I lament, for whom the children of the Pyraiboi contrived grievous 
slaughter, when they were going on message-business (or for a message) from [city-name] of the 
broad dancing spaces [...(lacuna of a pentameter and a hexameter)...] throughout the beloved 
fatherland grief was in bloom then. And these two from Ambracia, Nausistratos and Kallitas,158 
suffering the same, the dark house of Hades holds; and, what’s more, Araththion and Euxenos–
know,159 politai, how160 together with these men the Kar of death reached them.” 
This fascinating epigram and the large edifice on which it is inscribed have been 
characterized by several scholars as a “public monument” and as a forerunner of Athenian 
casualty lists inscribed alongside a commemorative epigram.161 We may first observe that the 
text of the epigram says nothing about who is responsible for commemorating the dead or 
funding the monument: the first-person speaker, a fascinating feature to which we soon turn, is 
not characterized in any fashion. One might claim that the epigram is ‘public’ because the 
peribolos is located along a major road leading from the city to its harbor, but then it will be 
important to consider the aforementioned stele and the other burials found in the same area. 
                                                
158 The hyperbaton is difficult to reproduce in translation. It is perhaps owed to the need to fit two names to the 
meter; cf. CEG 272 (Athenian Acropolis, ca. 470-60?): [πα]ρθένοι Ἐκφάντο με πατὲρ ἀνέθεv|κε καὶ hυιὸς / 
ἐνθάδ’ Ἀθεναίει μνε͂μα | πόνον Ἄρεος / Ἑγέλοχος ... lit., “To parthenos, the father and son of Ekphantos, 
dedicated me here, to Athena, as a mnema of the toils of Ares, (H)egelochos.” Athena is separated from her 
adjective by a verse, and the identity of the dedicator is not clarified until the third verse. 
159 Or “you know” (indicative, rather than imperative); see below.  
160 Pace Matthaiou (1990-1991) [1993] 275, hος is not likely to be the relative pronoun οὕς because the spurious 
diphthong is normally spelt in full in Corinthian: Wachter [2001] 244-45 lists exceptions in Corinthian vase 
inscriptions, but cf. verse 1 [τ]ούσδ’ [ἐ]σλούς, 10 θανάτου. 
161 E.g. Day (2007) 30, Graninger (2014) 236, Petrovic (2016b) 376-79. 
 88 
Accordingly, I shall pursue a close reading of the epigram in an effort to clarify how we may 
meaningfully characterize it as ‘public’; I then attempt to contextualize the monument in the 
cemetery at Ambracia.  
There are three aspects of the text and my translation that require lengthier discussion and 
defense: the identity of the Pyraiboi (in short, we do not know who they are); the translation of 
ἀνγε[λ]ίαν μετιόντας (v. 3) as “going on message-business” or “going for a message”; the 
name of the city “of broad dancing spaces” (v. 3–in short, we do not know). The latter two points 
in particular are important because some scholars have suggested that in verse three we find 
reference to an “embassy of Corinthians,” in which case the list of the deceased is actually two 
different groups, the first Corinthian, the second Ambracian. Since this mistaken interpretation 
persists in the literature and bears on the overall interpretation, I address these issues together in 
Appendix D.  
2.4.3 Mourning in Public: “I lament these excellent men” 
One of the features of this epigram that has attracted much attention from modern 
commentators is the first-person verb ὀλοφύρομαι: who is speaking, and to whom? This 
question pertains to an ongoing debate among scholars concerning how the first-person verb in 
inscribed epigram was felt by a reader when it was articulated.162 The present example, however, 
together with at least two other sixth-century funerary epigrams, poses a particular challenge and 
differs from that of the speaking marker or dedication (such as that of Polynoa or Xenares at 
Corcyra), or a funerary epigram in which the deceased speaks in the first person. Compare IG I3 
1273bis (~CEG 470 = 16a, near Piraeus, ca. 550-40?, fig. 8):  
Αὐτοκλείδο τό|δε σε͂μα νέο π|ροσορο͂ν ἀν|ιο͂μαι  
                                                
162 E.g., Svenbro (1993) 31-34, Sourvinou-Inwood (1995) 279-85, Tueller (2008) 16-27, Day (1989) 16-28 and 
(2010), Wachter (2010) 250-60, Cairns (2016) 314-35. 
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καὶ θα|νάτοι ταυ․․ |ΑΝ— —7-10— — 
“I am grieved beholding this sema of Autokleides, and to/for/by death th[ese?] [...].163 
The present usage has been dubbed the “anonymous first-person mourner” and been 
connected with a long-hypothesized genre of elegiac threnody.164 J. Lougovaya, however, posits 
a connection with sympotic consolation-elegy, and she rejects the identification of an anonymous 
mourner but asserts that the speaker is either the monument or what she terms the “chief 
mourner.”165 Day suggests that a reader of the epigram mimes funerary ritual and that the first-
person verb provides a performance frame; Cassio pushes the argument somewhat further, 
suggesting that the epigram, with its mention of grief in the fatherland and apostrophe of the 
politai, is “una composizione che tende a riprodurre le movenze del threnos pubblico.”166 Cairns, 
however, pushes back against Day’s thesis, in disbelief that “readers unrelated to the deceased 
could accept as their own all the words of praise (and indeed mourning) of all funerary 
inscriptions: such a degree of empathy strains credulity.”167 
We have thus two intertwined issues: the extent to which the epigram approximates to a 
script that reproduces a poem from a particular poetic genre and occasion; whether readers of the 
epigram spoke in propria persona or in the guise of an original ritual mourner or even that of the 
monument. Does this epigram imitate a “public threnos,” and, if so, how did this affect readings 
                                                
163 The other example is CEG 51, without the emendation there printed for the first word, cf. Hansen ad CEG 470 
(Kerameikos, ca. 510?): οἰκτίρο προσορο͂[ν] | παιδὸς τόδε σε͂μα | θανόντος  
Σμικύθ[ο] | hός τε φίλον ὄλεσε|ν ἔλπ’ ἀγαθέν. 
“I lament beholding this sema of a dead boy, Smikythos, who destroyed the good expectation of his philoi” (see 
Chapter 3 on this epigram).   
164 Lewis (1987) 188; Cassio (1994); cf. Page (1936).  
165 Lougovaya (2004) 67-73; cf. Bowie (1986) 22-27 on consolatory elegy. Faraone (2008) 134 assumes without 
argument that the first-person speaker is the poet.  
166 Day (2007) 38-42, cf. Day (1989) 26-27; Cassio (1994) 111; Aloni and Iannucci (2007) 49-51; Faraone (2008) 
133-37. 
167 Cairns (2016) 329-35 (quotation: 330). 
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of the epigram? I will sketch briefly my own view but develop it more fully in the discussion of 
the epigram and monument that will follow. 
Similar to my argument that the hexameter epigrams of Corcyra share a poetic tradition with 
epic and martial elegy but is derived strictly from neither, funerary epigrams in elegiac meter 
doubtless bear some relation to other elegiac poetry, but the question of derivation or dependence 
misconceives the interrelation of genres and the nature of our evidence. Consider, for example, a 
passage from the Theognidea:  
⊗ ἐμπίομαι· πενίης θυμοφθόρου οὐ μελεδαίνων,    
οὐδ’ ἀνδρῶν ἐχθρῶν οἵ με λέγουσι κακῶς. (1130) 
ἀλλ’ ἥβην ἐρατὴν ὀλοφύρομαι, ἥ μ’ ἐπιλείπει,     
κλαίω δ’ ἀργαλέον γῆρας ἐπερχόμενον.168  
The subject matter is the loss of one’s youth–not the death of a youth. But the verb ὀλοφύρομαι, 
in the same metrical position as in our epigram, and especially its object, ἥβην, are at home in 
sepulchral elegiac epigram,169 as is the verb κλαίω.170 It is possible that such language appeared 
as well in a hypothesized genre of threnody, but we have no evidence of this. This passage is not 
an inscribed epigram or a threnody. It is the nature of poetry to repurpose freely diction and 
themes from other contexts, and that is in evidence here. The same is true of the Ambracian 
epigram: it is not the script of a threnody or derivative of sympotic elegy, though it surely shares 
diction with the latter, at least.171 This is not to deny that readers might have connected diverse 
                                                
168 “I’ll drink deep: I don’t care about soul-crushing poverty, nor enemies who badmouth me; but I lament lovely 
youthfulness, which is leaving me, and I weep at grievous old age that approaches.” 
169 The deceased is often described as losing his or her ἥβην: CEG 4, 6, 13, 136, 155, usually qualified by an 
adjective synonymous with ἐρατὴν. 
170 Cf. CEG 97.4 (Kerameikos, end of 5th?): ἡλικίας τῆς σῆς κλαί|ει ἀποφθιμένης “(Euthylla) weeps for your lost 
youthfulness.” 
171 E.g., (v. 10) Κὰρ ἔκιχεν θανάτου: cf. Call. fr. 1.15 W μοῖρα κίχεν θανάτου, Mimn. fr. 6.2 W, Tyrt. 7.2 W, 
Solon fr. 20.4 W, μοῖρα κίχοι θανάτου, CEG 158 (Thasos, ca. 525-500?) μοῖρα κίχηι θα[νάτο], CEG 77 (Eretria, 
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poems–hearing, for example, echoes of funerary epigram, threnody, or consolation in the 
Theognidea. But I suppose that such connections are multi-directional, and it is simplistic to infer 
the origin of genres on the basis of such evidence.  
As for the reader’s frame that is created by the first-person verb and, later, the vocative 
address of the politai, the available comparanda are instructive. The parallels cited above (at n. 
163), which include the participle προσορο͂ν, show that the monument cannot always be the 
speaker of the first-person verb of lamentation.172 Nor is there any evidence to support either the 
view that the ‘anonymous’ speaker is the ‘chief mourner’ or that this is necessarily a “mourner 
who does not belong to the family of the dead.”173 Would a family member of one of the 
deceased not have visited the monument, read the epigram and identified with the first-person? 
On the other hand, is the vocative politai sufficient to distinguish the speaker as the ‘chief 
mourner’?  
M. Tueller’s assimilation of the first-person speaker to what he calls the passerby is overly 
schematic, but I believe correct in its essentials: “the mourning is taking place in the present 
tense.... this must mean that it is taking place at the time of the reading–any reading–of the 
epigram.”174 It is possible that this use of the first person is inspired by threnody, as Cassio 
supposes, but I believe that it is better explained in reference to the epigrammatic form. Day, in a 
paper delivered at the 2018 SCS meeting, suggests that certain aspects of elegiac poetry lent 
                                                                                                                                                       
ca. 500-475?) θανάτο | δὲ ἐνθάδε μοῖρ’ ἔχιχε. (V. 8) τ’ Ἀΐδα δο͂μα μέλαν κατέχE: cf. Theogn. 1013 εἰς Ἀίδου 
δῶμα μέλαν κατέβη. 
172 Graninger (2014) 231 n. 20 assumes without argument that the first person in our epigram is the monument; 
Cairns (2016) 329-35 attempts to reassert the case for the “speaking object” epigram, even in the case of epigrams 
where the speaker beholds the sema, but his argument is incoherent: he accepts the idea (propounded by Svenbro 
[1993]) that the deictic pronoun in tode sema functions as a first-person form, but in epigrams like those cited above 
(at n. 163), he must then argue that the same phrase, tode sema, refers to something other than the first-person 
speaker (which he takes to be the tomb). In other words, to be consistent, Cairns would have to understand these 
epigrams to be saying “I (the tomb) feel pity beholding this sema (i.e., myself)” (his attempt to disarticulate parts of 
the tomb is unpersuasive).    
173 Fantuzzi BMCR Rev. Tueller (2008) with n. 8 (http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2009/2009-09-54). I suppose that he 
means that the mourner is “external” because s/he is not identified in the text of the inscription as a family member. 
174 Tueller (2008) 40-41, 77-78. 
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themselves to epigram, and one of these is the dialogic frame in which the first-person speaker is 
defined gramatically in relation with the audience, creating an oral performance frame.175 I 
largely agree, but I shall emphasize that the resultant frame is conspicuously dependent on the 
epigrammatic–i.e., written form of the text. That is, the performance frame constructed in the 
epigram takes advantage of writing to address and accommodate future readers. And, as I shall 
explore in Chapter 3, the performance frame conspicuous in elegy was in part designed to guide 
reperformances, which may have been facilitated by writing. 
2.4.4 Reading the Pyraiboi and the City of Broad Dancing Spaces at Ambracia 
Having remarked upon the first-person speaker in the first verse of the inscription, let us 
continue to read the epigram and consider how an ancient viewer might have reacted, and how 
the poet went about commemorating the deceased. We consider the hostile Pyraiboi first. Why 
are they recorded in this epigram, and why so prominently? Whereas the action of the deceased, 
traveling for a message from a certain city “of broad dancing spaces,” is narrated in the third 
verse, the Pyraiboi’s misdeed is narratively privileged by its placement in the first distich.176   
Moreover, the poetic phrase “children of the Pyraiboi” is striking, for its effect elsewhere 
appears to be ennobling: in CEG 179.2 (Athens, ca. 506), it is the “children of the Athenians” 
(παῖδες Ἀθεναίον) who proudly make dedication to Athena in commemoration of their victory 
over the Boiotians and Chalkidians, and Randone has suggested that all examples (of παῖδες c. 
genitive ethnic) have a “celebratory character.”177 In explanation of the usage in our epigram, 
                                                
175 Day (2018).  
176 Possibly privileged too by the use of the finite verb (v. 1) for their action and the participle (v. 3) for that of the 
deceased. Cf. Graninger (2014) 234-35. Vestrheim (2010) 67-71 argues that addresses to the dead in ‘public’ and 
‘private’ funerary epigrams can be distinguished: ‘public’ epigrams praise the action of the dead, ‘private’ ones 
praise their virtue. Here, however, the dead are praised for their virtue (“these excellent men,” v. 1), and the 
“grievous slaughter” by their killers is instead given prominence.  
177 Randone (2013) 37-38; his contention (37 n. 12) that the expression does not appear in Homer is incorrect: cf. 
Od. 11.547 (the line was suspected by Aristarchus) παῖδες δὲ Τρώων, discussed at n. 180; at h.Dem. 266 Demeter 
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Randone further proposes, in line with his interpretation of the Pyraiboi as a transhumant 
mountain people (cf. Appendix D), that the Ambracians felt a sort of awesome respect for this 
enemy.178  
Indeed, I have noted no parallels in Archaic sepulchral epigram for naming the enemy 
responsible for the death of the commemorated: “raging Ares” (CEG 27.2, Attica ca. 540-530?) 
can be so named, or the foreign place of death recorded–“subdued at the Asopus” (CEG 114.1, 
Copais 479?), “at the streams of the Araththos” (CEG 145.2, see 2.3.3, above).179 Instead, the 
present example reminds one of Hector’s ‘anti-epitaph,’ mentioned above, which commemorates 
Hector more than his victim. (ἀνδρὸς μὲν τόδε σῆμα πάλαι κατατεθνηῶτος, / ὅν ποτ’ 
ἀριστεύοντα κατέκτανε φαίδιμος Ἕκτωρ Il. 7.89-90). Here, of course, the dead are named and 
commemorated, but the naming of the Pyraiboi requires explanation.  
In fact, there is a parallel from epigram for this expression,180 in the poem reportedly 
inscribed on one of the Eion Herms, in celebration of the Athenian victory over the Persians: ἦν 
ἄρα κἀκεῖνοι ταλακάρδιοι, οἵ ποτε Μήδων / παισὶν ἐπ’ Ἠϊόνι, Στρυμόνος ἀμφὶ ῥοάς, / 
λιμόν τ’ αἴθωνα κρατερόν τ’ ἐπάγοντες Ἄρηα (“So, those men too were stout-hearted, who 
                                                                                                                                                       
refers to those who will participate in mock battle in honor of Demophoon as παῖδες Ἐλευσινίων. Garvie (2009) ad 
Aesch. Pers. 402 calls the locution epic-sounding.  
178 Randone (2013) 41.  
179 The earliest example may be the Athenian monument for the Argives killed at Tanagra (CEG 135.1, 458/7), but 
the text ([τοί]δ’ ἔθ[ανον Ταν]άγραι Λακ[εδαιμο|νίον hυπὸ χερσ]ί) is largely conjectural; cf. Papazarkadas and 
Sourlas (2012) 599-600, esp. n. 82. 
180 Cf. Tentori Montalto (2017) 87-88. There is also a Homeric parallel for the “children of X” locution applied to 
the enemy. During the Nekyia, Odysseus recalls with dismay the Judgment of Achilles’ arms that led to Ajax’ death 
and mentions that it was the “children of the Trojans” and Athena who made the judgment (παῖδες δὲ Τρώων 
δίκασαν καὶ Παλλὰς Ἀθήνη, Od. 11.547). Given Odysseus’ denunciation of his own victory in the contest 
(11.548), he clearly is not praising these Trojan umpires. Perhaps his reference to their role in the judgment is 
intended to excuse his victory (Athena’s involvement may do the same, but no blame attaches to her). The identity 
of the “children of the Trojans” is uncertain: in the Little Iliad (fr. 2 West), Nestor proposes to eavesdrop on the 
Trojans as they comment on the valor of Ajax and Odysseus; two girls are overheard in disagreement, one of whom 
speaks in favor of Odysseus by the foresight of Athena (Ἀθηνᾶς προνοίαι). It is possible, but not certain, that these 
girls are the Odyssey’s “children of the Trojans”; see Finglass (2011) 26-28. But Σ Hom. Od. 11.547 provides the 
story “from the cycle-poets,” stating that Agamemnon adjudicated by asking some Trojan captives by which of the 
heroes they had been more hurt.  
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once against the children of the Medes, at Eion, around Strymon’s streams, leading famine fiery 
and mighty Ares...,” FGE ‘Sim.’ 40b). The enemy “children of the Medes” (note that the 
arrangement in the verses is the same as in our epigram) are not celebrated but cast as a serious 
enemy, which magnifies the significance of the Athenian victory. In our epigram, then, the 
phrase “children of the Pyraiboi” may be elevated by virtue of its high register, but that does not 
entail the reverence of the enemy Pyraiboi themselves.  
What, then, is the function of the narration of the Pyraiboi’s misdeed? The epigram begins 
with the deictic frame, “these men,” which anticipates the names of the dead that appear later in 
the poem and anchors their commemoration at the monument.181 They are praised as “excellent,” 
and the speaker laments them. The children of the Pyraiboi devised grievous slaughter for them. 
Key words are ἐμετίσαντο and ἀλκινόεντα. The verb often has a negative connotation.182 The 
rare adjective is applied by Hesiod to Woe, child of Night, and Toil, child of Eris (Th. 214, 226). 
To whom is the slaughter grievous? In the first instance, of course, it was grievous for the slain, 
but in the mouth of the speaker who laments it is the speaker’s reaction and that of the audience, 
subsequently addressed as the politai.  
The Pyraiboi are thus commemorated much as the dead are, albeit as the source of suffering. 
The lofty locution “children of the Pyraiboi” casts the enemy as worthy of remembrance–not in 
praise, but blame. In this way, the epigram serves to keep the misdeeds of the Pyraiboi on record 
                                                
181 Bousquet (1992) 600 suggests that the pronoun points to statues or stelai (of which the “Corinthian” stele, he 
believes, is one) that were set atop the monument. The only physical evidence in favor of this is a stele-cutting in 
one of the inscribed blocks, but the stele does not fit it (see Appendix C). There is no evidence of statues. The 
pronoun can in epigram point to an image or statue but here, as often, it points to the (names of) the deceased: CEG 
2 (whatever the nature of this debated epigram, the deictic pronouns point to the names of the men commemorated), 
6, 8, 9, 10.7, 76, 133, 135, 145, 177.5; cf. Petrovic (2016b) 373. CEG 6 shows that the epigram with deictic pronoun 
and its referent names could stand in the same inscription. Since names stand within our epigram, there is no need to 
reconstruct a lost original stele. The extant stele-cutting could instead be associated with the fourth-century burial 
within the peribolos: see below, 2.4.9.   
182 Il. 3.416 μητίσομαι ἔχθεα λυγρὰ, 10.48 μέρμερ’ ἐπ’ ἤματι μητίσασθαι, 15.349 οἱ θάνατον μητίσομαι, Od. 
12.373 μέγα ἔργον ἐμητίσαντο, 18.27 κακὰ μητισαίμην, Emped. fr. 139.6 σχέτλι’ ἔργα ... μητίσασθαι. Pace 
Graninger (2014) 235 n. 30, the verb is not always demonstrably negative: cf. Il. 23.312, where Nestor exhorts his 
son to cunning in order to win the chariot race, drawing comparisons to other practitioners of metis.  
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for its readers. The slaughter of the ambassadors is presented as one that was committed by a 
particular group, who acted with malicious purpose (ἐμετίσαντο).  
I suggested above (2.3.5), in discussing Arniadas’ epigram from Corcyra, that the mention of 
his place of death–at the Araththos river–could have resonated with local readers, reminding 
them of a specific battle, perhaps one in which other Corcyreans fought. The exceptional 
identification of the Pyraiboi in the present epigram may function similarly. In addition, 
however, the reader is told that the slain were on a diplomatic mission, in quest of a message 
from the city of broad dancing spaces.  
I submit that these features may both be part of a commemorative strategy that emphasizes 
the civic role of the slain and the circumstances of their death. Doubtless one goal of this strategy 
was praise of the deceased. The Ambracians died in service of their city, but, unlike death in war, 
their activity is not praised in its own right. The narration of their civic activity is perhaps better 
interpreted as an index of their praiseworthy virtue, on the one hand, and as a key component of 
the extreme grief that was felt city-wide (v. 6), and that continues to be felt on any reading of the 
epigram (v. 1), on the other. Compare the presentation of Menekrates’ death in his epigram as a 
damosion kakon.  
But praise of the deceased is not the only explanation for the narrative attention paid to the 
foreign city of verse three and especially for that paid to the Pyraiboi. A second goal of the 
poet’s strategy of commemoration was, I suggest, the communication of a peculiarly civic 
message to the epigram’s audience. Since we lack the name of the city and a certain 
understanding of the identity of the Pyraiboi, we are limited in our ability to reconstruct the 
nature of that message.  
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At a minimum, however, we may suppose that the diplomatic relationship between Ambracia 
and the city of broad dancing spaces was significant: perhaps it was desirable to memorialize the 
mission of the deceased in order to sustain or bolster that relationship. Compare the Corcyreans’ 
commemoration of their proxenos, Menekrates, and the implied continuity of their relations with 
Oianthea through his brother Praximenes (see above, 2.3.1). Such commemoration of diplomatic 
connections between cities may have struck readers as ‘offical business’, or demosion. Those 
responsible for memorializing these men viewed their civic life (and death) as crucial to their 
memory, and readers may have understood the details about the Pyraiboi and the city of broad 
dancing spaces as conveying a distinctly civic message.    
But I reiterate that this strategy of commemoration is not necessarily to be associated with 
the identity of the commemorators, who are unspecified. This returns us to the issue of the first-
person mourner. The epigram does not state that the demos or city laments: any reader of the 
epigram who articulates this lamentation becomes the commemorator. In line with our discussion 
of mourners reading the Corcyrean epigrams, various scenarios are possible. One could 
hypothesize a civic official acting as ‘chief mourner,’ such as Lougovaya advocates, and reading 
the epigram to a crowd on a particular occasion. But, equally, one of the relatives or friends of 
the deceased could read the epigram, lamenting his or her family member, but commemorating 
him via the text in a civically charged way. Finally, imagine a foreigner visitor–perhaps one from 
the city of broad dancing spaces–entering the city and stopping to commemorate the dead. To be 
sure, the local references would strike such a reader differently, the civic pride of the 
Ambracians contrasted with the wickedness of the Pyraboi. But even a foreigner would thereby 
share in and renew the original lamentation: “I too lament these good citizens of this city.”    
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2.4.5 Writing the Dead in their Community at Ambracia 
The civic orientation of the epigram is not confined to the first three verses. In the latter half 
of the epigram, the organization of the verses and recurrent emphasis on the community are 
noteworthy. These features, however, straddle the conceptual distinction of the community 
identified by Macé as discussed earlier in this chapter (2.2): on the one hand, the official, civic 
role of the deceased is indicated (demosion, whereby ‘matters of state’ are distinguished); on the 
other, the effect is one of communal integration (koinon).  
Consider the structure of the list of the deceased: two individuals are named in each of two 
couplets, with each couplet also emphasizing the shared fate of each pair. Nausistratos and 
Kallitas suffer “the same fate, v. 7,”183 a phrase which, in isolation, could be taken to mean that 
Nausistratos and Kallitas as a pair had the same fate as one another, but within the larger context 
of the epigram is more likely to be understood as connecting them to the preceding (pair of?) 
deceased named in the lost hexameter (v. 5) and, more generally, to the entire group of 
commemorated dead, which the initial phrase with its all-encompassing demonstrative pronoun 
(“these excellent men”) denotes. In light of the structure of the last two couplets, with the 
deceased named in the accusative as the object of two different expressions denoting death, we 
can imagine the couplet of verses five and six running, e.g., “X and Y fate took away from us:184 
/ throughout the beloved fatherland grief was in bloom then.”185 
The dual demonstrative pronoun (v. 7) of course points to Nausistratos and Kallitas, 
momentarily highlighting them as a pair, but they remain constituents of the introductory 
demonstrative pronoun (v. 1, “these men”). Araththion and Euxenos, likewise, are picked out 
                                                
183 For the anarthrous pronoun meaning “the same,” cf. D’Alessio (1995) 24-25 n. 7. 
184 Cf. CEG 84.2-3 (Attica, ca. 440-430) ... ἀφέλετο δαίμονος αἶσα, / πατρὶ φίλωι καὶ μητρὶ λιπόντε ἀμφοῖμ 
μέγα πένθος. For the asyndeton, see Hansen ad CEG 71. 
185 I suppose that the fourth verse continued the syntax of verse three and further characterized the deceased or their 
mission. This could take the form of further adjectives of praise (as in v. 1). Cf. Appendix D.2. 
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together by the construction καÈ μὰν...καÈ, which functions deictically (καὶ μὴν often marks the 
entrance of a character in drama),186 but their death is also described as “together with these 
men” (v. 10), the referent of the demonstrative now being all of the other men mentioned earlier 
in the epigram.  
The demonstrative pronouns in verses one and ten are therefore not equivalent: the former 
refers to all of the named deceased, whereas the latter points to all save Araththion and Euxenos. 
Although Randone asserts that the pronouns must have the same referent, cautious interpretation 
is called for because the epigram with its list of multiple deceased is virtually unique in form. 
The scant comparanda suggest that such pronouns could recur with different referents.187 Indeed, 
such a deictic structure, beginning with the entire group, then picking out each pair in different 
couplets with variation of the pronouns (τόδε ... μετὰ το͂νδ’ ἀνδρο͂ν) effectively highlights each 
individual but gives no more attention to one of the deceased over another, and it binds each of 
the dead together as a unit (koinon).  
In addition, each of the dead is named individually. Scholars eager to connect this epigram 
with later Athenian casualty lists (in which names are given without patronymics) have 
construed the absence of patronymics from the cenotaph-epigram as an effort on the part of the 
polis to minimize their individuality in preference for their service to ‘the state.’188 But the 
                                                
186 Cf. Bousquet (1992) 603; LSJ s.v. μήν II. 2. 
187 Randone (2013) 47 (cf. Appendix B). A parallel for the present issue is CEG 6 (Attica, 447?), which has three 
prose headings followed by lists of deceased in two different columns (ἐγ Χερρονέσοι | Ἀθεναίον : οίδε | 
ἀπέθανον ... ἐμ Βυζαντίοι| Ἀθεναίον : οίδ[ε]| ἀπέθανον ... οίδε : ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις | πολέμοις : ἀπέθανον) and, 
at the bottom of the stele, running across the span of both columns above, an epigram that begins οίδε παρ’ 
ελλέσποντον ἀπόλεσαν ἀγλαὸν έβεν. The demonstratives of the headings clearly have different referents from 
one another. But that of the epigram could be taken to refer to those who died in Byzantium and the Chersonese, yet 
likely not to those who died “in other wars” (in fact, it seems that the third group and the epigram were inscribed 
later than the first two groups; cf. ML 127). Given the layout of the stone and the context of each demonstrative, I 
doubt that an ancient reader would be troubled by four instances of οίδε, none of which is equivalent to any other. 
A precise parallel could be found in IG I3 503/4 (~CEG 2; Athens, 480-470), if το͂νδ’ in the first epigram of lapis A 
(v. 1), τοῖσζ in the second epigram of lapis A (v. 1), and τοῖσιμ in lapis C (v. 4) each refer to different groups, but 
this very issue is intensely debated.  
188 Graninger (2014) 231, Petrovic (2016b) 377-78. 
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absence of fathers’ names is the local habit: with one notable exception that proves the ‘rule’ (the 
“Corinthian” stele, discussed below, 2.4.8), Archaic and early Classical funerary stelai from 
Ambracia do not record the patronymic, only the name of the deceased.189 In fact, the patronymic 
is unattested with names inscribed in any use at Ambracia at this time.190  
Although I have just described the organization of the list of dead as balancing the need to 
identify individuals while emphasizing their community, we must also note that the deceased are 
organized in pairs. This structure may, in fact, have had a “traditional” resonance for its ancient 
reader. It is important to consider this possibility since in many respects the epigram and 
monument seem exceptional or novel, so, for a balanced assessment, we must be alert to more 
conservative features as well. 
We have seen with Arniadas how a poetic tradition shared with epic and martial elegy could 
serve to commemorate an individual warrior. The dead here are described not as warriors but as 
“going for a message” or “going on message-business” (v. 3 ἀνγε[λ]ίαν μετιόντας). They could 
thereby be characterized as heralds, ambassadors, or messengers. If I am correct that another pair 
was named in verse five, then six individuals are commemorated in three pairings. The Iliad’s 
                                                
189 Katsadima (2003) 121-28 surveys the naming conventions in the stelai she publishes from the recent excavations; 
the sufficiently preserved Archaic examples bear only the name in the nominative (nos. 3, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 20, 33, 
34) or the genitive (no. 1). The patronymic is not attested until the end of the fifth century. See now Chantzara 
(2015) 65 with eik. 65 for a late Archaic stele found in situ in 2011, evidently bearing the end of the deceased’s 
name in the genitive (-θεου). Examples published prior to Katsadima: LSAG 452 no. 12a, the grave stele of 
“Ainetos” dated to the 5th c., reading αινετου, is inconclusive (Kourouniotis AE [1897] 164 suggests reading 
(Ἐπ)αιν- or similar, but does not make clear how much of the inscribed face is lost), as is LSAG 452 no. 12b (a good 
photo is in Riginos [2008] 70), inscribed vertically on a stele, reading Θευφαν[–ca.?–]. SEG 17.303, Ἁρμονόα, with 
no evidence of a patronymic, is a “Hellenistic” epitaph in SEG, but LSAG 229 no. 12 states “5th c.?” (most of the 
letters are not diagnostic. I note, however, that it does not employ heta, which would be expected in the Archaic 
period). Fraser and Rönne (1957) 171, 187 refer to two unpublished Archaic inscriptions. 
190 SEG 51.740, dated to the sixth century (probably it is later than this: it employs straight iota, sigma, not san, and 
kappa, not qoppa, before omicron) is a dedication inscribed on a pillar: Κότενος (sic, unattested) ἀνέθεκε. The 
placard in the Arta museum (cf. Papapdopoulou [2015] 101) now records xi, correctly: Κόξενος (unattested). But 
still unreported is the trace of an iota, clearly visible after the small break at the top of the inscribed face, where the 
(vertical) inscription begins. I have not measured the size of the break, but tentatively propose reading Ν]ικόξενος 
(35 attestations in LGPN, plus one spelt –ξεινος; the most relevant parallel is perhaps 3a (2), Corinth, 4th c.): there 
was certainly no patronymic on the stone. SEG 51.742, dated 6th c., a Corinthian-style roof tile, found in reuse in a 
Hellenistic house, has inscribed from left to right, pre-firing, Πίλος μ’ ἐποίει.     
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treatment of so-called embassies (often designated angeliai, message-missions) perhaps reveals 
an epic model that was employed (whether purposefully or not) by the poet of our epigram. In 
book one of the Iliad, two heralds (κήρυκε καὶ ὀτρηρὼ θεράποντε, 321), Talthybius and 
Eurybates, are sent to fetch Briseis from Achilles’ hut (1.320-47). During the teichoskopia, there 
is a description of the pair Odysseus and Menelaus who once came to Troy for an angelia 
concerning Helen (see Appendix D, n. 14). In book eleven, Agamemnon refers to the same 
angelia and describes how Antimachus encouraged the Trojans to kill Menelaus and Odysseus 
and keep them from returning to the Achaeans–remarkably similar to the fate of the Ambracians 
in our epigram.191  
Most notably, there is also the notorious case of the duals in the ninth book of the Iliad (182-
225), an issue that cannot be fully addressed here. In short, two heralds, a pair of principals– 
Odysseus and Ajax–and Phoenix all undertake an embassy to Achilles, but repeatedly this group 
is described using dual word-forms. One of the solutions to this crux that enjoys current favor 
involves an appeal to an earlier version of the scene, prior to its expansion by the poet, which 
employed an embassy of only the pair Odysseus-Ajax.192 B. Hainsworth speculates in favor of 
this explanation that an embassy theme utilizing dual forms could have been part of the 
repertoire of Ionian bards.193 The residual duals in book nine perhaps resisted revision because 
they were so standard in embassy-scenes.  
In the elegiac epigram, then, the apparent organization of the names of the dead into pairs 
may reflect hexameter epic’s typical representation of embassies as constituted by a pair. 
Although the Ambracian embassy was composed of more than two men, perhaps the poet felt it 
                                                
191 11.139-41: (sc. Antimachus) ὅς ποτ’ ἐνὶ Τρώων ἀγορῆι Μενέλαον ἄνωγεν, / ἀγγελίην ἐλθόντα σὺν 
ἀντιθέωι Ὀδυσῆϊ, / αὖθι κατακτεῖναι μηδ’ ἐξέμεν ἂψ ἐς Ἀχαιούς: cf. Appendix D, n. 14 on the interpretation of 
11.140.  
192 Hainsworth (1993) ad 9.182; West (2011) 13-14 and ad 9.182-86. 
193 Hainsworth (1993) ad 9.182. 
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natural or fitting to commemorate them in pairs, casting them as figures from epic poetry. I 
maintain, however, that if such an epicizing touch is to be detected, it is not at odds with the 
otherwise civic orientation of the epigram. As I have suggested, the epic-sounding phrase 
“children of the Pyraiboi” may have been chosen to elevate the register of the epigram as high as 
possible. Similarly, the pairings of the ambassadors may evoke embassy-scenes from epic 
poetry. Such indirect identification of the deceased with their heroic counterparts from myth 
would effectively praise them for their civic virtue.        
2.4.6 The Community Reading their Dead at Ambracia 
The latter verses of the epigram, in addition to uniting the several deceased, repeatedly draw 
the wider community in as well. In verse six the perspective is historical, since the grief of the 
community is narrated as something that was felt in the past for the deceased individuals who 
were most likely named in the lost hexameter, verse five. The grief of the entire fatherland was 
felt then (τότε), but the contemporary reader of the epigram, who in the first verse articulates a 
timeless lamentation in the first-person, present-tense ὀλοφύρομαι, can also be transported to 
that moment of most acute sorrow.  
Such a shifting temporal perspective establishes a link between the community that witnessed 
the historical event that is commemorated by the epigram and the later generations who, not 
present for the event, nevertheless join in and renew the lamentation. Day’s argument that 
funerary ritual is reactivated via readings of epigram is validated by the novel structure of this 
long poem. Moreover, I suggest that this structure indicates how the poet anticipated and 
facilitated such a mode of reading, for the first-person verb, when juxtaposed with the historical 
perspective of verse six, must be felt in propria persona by any reader of the epigram. Such a 
structure cannot be attributed to a hypothesized genre of elegiac threnody (i.e., something sung at 
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the funeral), for it mediates between the original time of grief and its ever-present renewal, a 
distinction at home in inscribed epigram, which gestures at the original ritual of the funeral but 
does not strictly reproduce it.  
The application of the adjective “beloved” to the fatherland may be relevant to the 
circumstances of death and thereby further frame the historical event: the individuals who were 
ambushed while on a diplomatic mission can be portrayed as longing to return to their city:194 
“grief was in bloom then throughout the fatherland beloved [by them] (v. 6).” That is, the 
historical perspective that is made explicit by the adverb may also be indicated by the adjective, 
which focalizes the deceased and presents their perspective on the fatherland as “beloved.” The 
reader of the epigram is thereby prompted to assent to this characterization of the fatherland and 
to identify with the deceased. For example, an Ambracian, when reading these verses, might be 
moved to pity at the thought of one of his or her loved ones dying away from beloved Ambracia.  
In verse seven, the community is highlighted in another way: the origin of Nausistratos and 
Kallitas is made explicit, ἀπ’ Ἀνπρακίας. This expression has in fact posed problems for the 
interpretation of the verse and indeed of the entire monument: for Bousquet, the enumeration of 
the Ambracians begins with this phrase (he supposes that the deceased of verse five were 
ambassadors from Corinth; see Appendix D).195 Matthaiou objected to this interpretation on the 
grounds that the origin of the deceased is never mentioned in an epigram set up in the place from 
                                                
194 A somewhat different point is made with the similar adjective ἐρατός applied to lands over which fighting took 
place: in CEG 155.2 (Paros, 476/5?) the deceased Tokes is commemorated by the Parians for fighting “over 
desirable Eion,” and in CEG 421.2 (Samos, 460-454), from a dedicatory base from near the Heraion, a naval battle 
fought “over desirable Memphis” is commemorated. In these examples, the adjective suggests that the combat was 
for a worthy cause. In the case of the deceased Tokes, it perhaps also focalizes his desire for Eion, as I suggest it 
does in the Ambracia epigram; Tokes’ identity (was he Thracian or Parian?) may be relevant, but it is debated (see 
SEG 27.249, 36.586). The phrasing in CEG 155 and 421 is identical and is placed at the start of a pentameter, which 
suggests it is a standard composition: [Ἠι]όνος ἀνφ’ ἐρατῆς, [Μέμ]φιος ἀμφ’ ἐρατῆς. Perhaps πατρίδ’ ἀν’ ἱμερτὰν 
in the same position is a variation of this model. Cf. also the martial context of Solon fr. 3.1-2 W ἴομεν ἐς Σαλαμῖνα 
μαχησόμενοι περὶ νήσου / ἱμερτῆς.  
195 Bousquet (1992) 602. 
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where the dead originated.196 But D. Graninger has noted that Athenian casualty lists of the 
Classical period often contain a (prose) heading that explicitly identifies the list of deceased as 
Athenians, a heading we might otherwise consider otiose, and on these grounds Graninger 
defends the mention of the city within the epigram here.197 But, it could still be objected, why are 
Nausistratos and Kallitas singled out as being from Ambracia? 
The most economical explanation, I submit, for the specification of the origin of just two of 
the dead is that the phrase is another means of emphasizing the communality of the deceased, a 
sentiment that the poet of the epigram probably imagined his readers would share as well (but we 
shall return to consider other readers). We are no more compelled to read the expression as 
excluding the other dead than we are to read the expression of grief in verse six as referring 
strictly to those named (as I argue) in verse five alone. Indeed, each of these communal 
expressions can be distributed to all of the deceased. Stating that Nausistratos and Kallitas were 
from Ambracia does not imply that the others were from elsewhere, nor does it provide the 
reader with information he or she would not have supplied voluntarily from the physical context, 
viz., the monument’s location at Ambracia. It is precisely because the phrase is inessential in 
terms of its informative value that we should infer another motive for its inclusion in the 
epigram. The civic identity of the deceased is underlined, and the reader is encouraged to 
                                                
196 Matthaiou (1990-1991) [1993] 308-10. He articulates as το͂δε δ’ ἄπ’, with Anprakias as a personal name in the 
nominative, “and Anprakias is away from this (= the cenotaph?)” (a phrase for which Matthaiou adduces no 
parallels), and he accepts the nominative Ναυσίστρατος as it appears on the stone. Such spelling of the diphthong 
in το͂δε is unlikely: n. 160, above. Despite Graninger’s (2014) 227-29 defense of the nominative and the 
anacoluthon it entails, I accept Cassio’s (1994) 103-4 (also independently advanced by D’Alessio [1995] 24-25) 
emendation to the accusative (which requires only the removal of the last leg of san) and the interpretation as dual 
τόδε ... παθόντε. On the other hand, Graninger’s anacoluthon could have been accepted by some readers. The 
emendation aims at the poet’s intended text, but we must also consider the interpretability of the text as inscribed. 
197 Graninger (2014) 230-31. A parallel may also be found at Ambracia, albeit from the Hellenistic period: SEG 
57.535, dated early 3rd. c., has a list of at least 16 deceased, preceded by the heading [Ἀμβρακι]ῶται, but the 
restoration is uncertain. I would add that Matthaiou’s argument is also overstated: such mention of the city may not 
be paralleled, as he states, but the cognate ethnic adjective does occur in funerary epigrams and amounts to the 
same: CEG 4.2 (Attica, 458/457/431) κο͂ροι Ἀθεναίον; 10.12 (Attica, 432) παῖδες Ἀθεναίον. 
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commemorate Nausistratos and Kallitas not as, e.g., temperate men or good horsemen (though 
such they may have been), but as fellow Ambracians. 
The last couplet of the epigram offers a third variation of the theme of communality, and here 
the community is drawn in explicitly with an apostrophe, an inscribing of the audience of the 
epigram: “know, politai.” Given the location of the cenotaph, the politai are of course the 
inhabitants of Ambracia. The epigram thus defines its audience in civic terms, though as 
Graninger well cautions, “politai” in this period may refer to any inhabitant of the town, not a 
restricted group with specific rights.198 Nevertheless, it is specifically the people of Ambracia 
who are envisioned and addressed as readers of the epigram. This is peculiar. In effect, lectores 
Ambracii, intendite. Alternatively, if we imagine a reading scenario in which a single reader (cf. 
the first-person singular verb, v. 1) articulates the epigram for a group of individuals, the 
vocative politai could be, in effect, auditores Ambracii. These scenarios are not mutually 
exclusive.  
 It is common, as we have seen, in epigram to address the “passerby,” who is otherwise 
uncharacterized. Similarly, as in the epigram of Tet(t)ichos, a universalizing address can 
accomplish the same: [εἴτε ἀστό]ς τις ἀνὲρ εἴτε χσένος  ἄλοθεν ἐλθόν ⋮	(CEG 13, 
Sepolia/Attica, ca. 575-550). The local townsman, presuming the supplement is correct, is but 
one pole on the continuum that extends to encompass, in theory, any foreigner. In the Ambracian 
epigram, however, the reader is inscribed specifically as an inhabitant of Ambracia. The poet 
both envisioned and circumscribed his audience. Anyone who decided to stop and read the 
epigram will have had their Ambracian identity activated. Were it a foreigner who read the 
                                                
198 Graninger (2014) 232-33. In Homer, politai are those who draw water from a local source (Od. 7.131, 17.206, 
h.Dem. 99), are the predicted victims if Troy is captured (Il. 15.558), or, most notably, are those who lament Hector 
(Il. 22.429). There is no hint of a political connotation. The related term polietai is found once (Il. 2.806), in the 
context of marshalling the Trojan allies, each group of whom speaks a different language and has its own leader. Cf. 
Aesch. Sept. 253, θεοὶ πολῖται, “gods of the polis.”  
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epigram (a possibility that must have been foreseen, given the location of the cenotaph), he will 
perhaps have felt the distinctly civic frame, and his articulation of the vocative will, logically, 
have been directed to the people of the city he was visiting. In any reading scenario, the civic 
(demosion) orientation of the epigram must have been conspicuous.  
Most interestingly, a morphological ambiguity in this address to the politai reveals the 
potential for the epigram’s meaning to differ in readings subsequent to the time of inscription. 
The mood of ἴστε may be indicative or imperative.199 Graninger suggests that the politai 
contemporary with the monument’s erection could have understood the verb as indicative, for 
they had known Araththion and Euxenos. Later generations, however, who did not know these 
men first hand, could have read the verb as imperative; the epigram’s commemoration is this 
later audience’s only knowledge of these men.200 I observe as well that such an imperative is a 
mark of intentional history (that is, an effort to remember people and events in a particular 
fashion; see Chapter 4 at n. 11 on the concept), for, rather than being commanded to “stand and 
pity,”201 the future reader is told to know and hence preserve memory of the deceased.  
The possibility that the poet was aware of and exploited the ambiguity of the form ἴστε is 
corroborated by another indication that the poet had a specifically future audience in mind. As I 
have noted, in verse six, the grief felt for the slain is explicitly set in the past: πένθος ἔθαλλε 
τότε. In Archaic and Classical epigram, the death and burial of an individual is often narrated in 
a historic tense,202 and not infrequently the indefinite adverb ποτε serves to cast such narrative at 
                                                
199 Cf. D’Alessio (1995) 25 n. 9. 
200 Graninger (2014) 233-34. 
201 Cf., for example, CEG 28.2 (Kerameikos, ca. 540-30?). 
202 Cf. Tueller (2008) 36-42 on the predominant use of historic tenses for narrative in epigram. Bakker (2016) 203-4 
argues that epigram employed a “monumental aorist” to set past actions definitely in the past. Here, however, the 
use of the imperfect ἔθαλλε, not the aorist, perhaps conveys vividness. On the other hand, the (second) aorist is not 
attested before h.Pan. 33, which is likely not earlier than the 5th c. (see West [2003] 18). The meaning of the verb 
recommends its use in either the present/imperfect or perfect tenses.  
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some undefined time in the past.203 But the adverb τότε is very rare in such contexts,204 and its 
effect here is, I suggest, historicizing: the topos of grief is rendered as a process that occurred in 
the past. The poetic phrasing “was in bloom” is perhaps not mere ornament: grief was thriving, 
propagating in the past. For a future reader (who did not know the event first-hand), the present-
tense lament of the first verse is a descendent, as it were, of this anterior growth. In this way, the 
reader is not only informed of the historical moment of grief that attended the death of the 
commemorated, but also encouraged to share in and renew it.  
I have argued that the epigram’s list of the deceased shows a coherent structure and that a 
recurrent theme of these verses is communality–the shared civic identity of the dead, as well as 
the relationship between the dead and the community that mourns them. Such an emphasis is 
both demosion and koinon. Notably, the epigram foresees its future audience and encourages 
their active commemoration of men qua Ambracians whom they will not have known 
personally; such commemoration takes a distinctly historicizing form–the circumstances of death 
and the involvement of foreign cities.  
2.4.7 Reading the Cenotaph in Context at Ambracia 
Now, what more can we say about the life of the cenotaph, its context in the southwestern 
necropolis of the city, and its reception by the future audiences that the epigram envisioned? 
How would the ancient readers of the cenotaph’s epigram have seen the peribolos in its 
surroundings, facing a broad road that ran from the southwestern gate of the Archaic city wall? 
How did these surroundings change over the course of the four or five centuries of the epigram’s 
                                                
203 E.g., in CEG 27.2 (Attica, ca. 540-30?), Croesus “once perished in the front ranks” (ποτ’ ἐνι προμάχοις : 
ὄλεσε); cf. CEG 4.3, 12.1, 102.4, 112.2. In other cases, the adverb refers to the lifetime of the deceased, while the 
burial is narrated in the present tense: CEG 43.1, 131.1. 
204 The lone occurrence of the adverb in CEG 1 is at 177.6 (Lycia, post 405), a funerary epigram in which the 
deceased Gergis boasts of his prowess in comparison with his contemporaries: τῶν τότ’ ἐν ἡλικίαι. 
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life? We now examine the context of the cenotaph–the southwestern cemetery of Ambracia (fig. 
9a-b).  
The layout of the cemetery along a major road has prompted problematic comparisons with 
the “public” cemetery of democratic Athens. Both the city wall and the road are probably 
roughly contemporary with the cenotaph.205 Even before the discovery of the cenotaph, 
excavators referred to it as the “Sacred Road,” and this designation continued with the 
publication of the cenotaph.206 Recently, A. Angeli has explicitly referred to the cenotaph as a 
“δηµόσιο σήµα,” and she remarks that the location of the monument, both along the road and 
near the entrance of the city, “is reminiscent of examples of public tombs from the Attic 
Kerameikos.”207 Let us reconsider the rest of the cemetery. 
K. Kourouniotis was the first to report on the general location of the city’s two cemeteries.208 
The earliest excavation in the southwestern cemetery took place in 1926, when G. Miliadis 
excavated a peribolos with six burials dated to the mid-third to second century.209 Although no 
systematic excavations have taken place, a series of rescue excavations from the 1960s on 
provides some indications about the cemetery’s date and characteristics. Most of the graves that 
                                                
205 The evidence for the date of the road is as follows: E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 104 reports the road as 
being continuously packed from the Archaic to early Christian period, but a trench through a 4th c. gutter to the east 
of the road showed that the gutter was a metre above the surface of the road of the early Classical period (no 
mention is made of the aforementioned Archaic level); A. Angeli AD 48B1 (1993) [1998] 278: fill of the road has 
sherds of early 5th c. to Roman pd.; A. Angeli AD 57B5 (2002) [2012] 47-48: southwestern road excavation reveals 
earliest phase of the road is early 5th c.; at lower, unrelated levels were found Archaic and Geometric sherds, as 
early as the 8th c. Finds of parts of the ancient wall in rescue excavations date its construction to the late 6th/early 
5th c.; see Frederiksen (2011) 128-29 (but I add that the dating also in part depends on early-5th c. sherds found in 
the fill of one part of the wall, as well as comparison with similar walls dated to the 6th c. at Smyrna and the early 
5th c. at Thasos: I. Vokotopoulou AD 30B2 (1975) [1983] 209-210). 
206 I. Andreou AD 39B (1984) [1989] 182; E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 103, 104. In later publications, the 
same road is simply called “Funerary” (Tafiki odos): A. Douzougli AD 47B1 (1992) [1997] 260-61; P. Karatzeni and 
G. Pliakou AD 47B1 (1992) [1997] 262-64; A. Angeli AD 48B1 (1993) [1998] 275-78. Angeli (2013) 181 has 
argued that the early foundation of the cenotaph along the road testifies to the cemetery’s “organization,” a word that 
may imply the hand of the ‘state’; cf. 179: the southwestern cemetery is “better organized” than the eastern. 
207 Angeli (2015) 55; (2013) 181 (“...θυµίζει αντίστοιχα παραδείγµατα δηµοσίων τάφων από τον Αττικό 
Κεραµεικό.”) 
208 K. Kourouniotis AE (1897) 163-64. 
209 G. Miliadis AD 10 (1926) [1929] 63-77. 
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have been uncovered date to the late Classical or Hellenistic period, and many of these are 
associated with pi-shaped periboloi that are similar in form to the cenotaph.210  
The Archaic burials, however, are few: within a large (7.10 m. wide façade) pi-shaped 
peribolos immediately adjacent to (0.30 m. south from) the cenotaph was found a single child 
burial in a tile grave dated to the late Archaic period, but the peribolos itself seems to have been 
constructed later, when it was in continuous use from the mid-fourth to mid-first century.211 
Elsewhere, eleven burial jars dated to the sixth century were excavated, but these were not 
                                                
210 E. K. Tsirivakos AD 20B2 (1965) [1967] 355-60: finds dated 5th to 2nd c., with 6 inscribed stelai in reuse, dated 
4th to mid-3rd c. I. P. Vokotopoulou AD 28B2 (1973) [1977] 401: 4th c. to Roman period burials, with periboloi; 
also a chance find of an inscribed funerary stele, undated. P. Papangeli AD 35B1 (1980) [1988] 312: pi-shaped 
peribolos with two burials, fill material dated late 5th and 4th c.; citing earlier excavations, Papangeli dates the 
cemetery from 6th to 2nd c. (I am unable to identify the evidence for the 6th c. dating). I. Andreou AD 39B (1984) 
[1989] 180-82: 4th to 3rd c.; 184: end of 4th to 3rd c., with inscribed stelai (undated, but not using the epichoric 
script; cf. SEG 39.522, 40.506) in reuse; 184, 187: mid-5th and late 4th c. E. Andreou AD 39B (1984) [1989] 187: 
an undated (looted) burial. E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 103-5: in addition to the cenotaph, one peribolos in 
use from mid-4th c. to mid-1st c., but also mentions (105) a tile grave with a single child burial, dated to the late 
Archaic period; 64 stelai in reuse, dated to Classical or Hellenistic period (E. and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 
111 date them 4th to 2nd c.). M. Petropoulos AD 42B1 (1987) [1990] 318: 11 burial jars dated 6th c. and 82 tombs, 
mostly “later,” down to 2nd c. AD, the latter associated with periboloi. A. Douzougli AD 45B1 (1990) [1995] 248: 2 
early Hellenistic burials, 1 a little later. A. Douzougli AD 47B1 (1992) [1997] 260-61: 2 periboloi, 2nd c.?. P. 
Karatzeni and G. Pliakou AD 47B1 (1992) [1997] 262-64: 7 periboloi with burials from mid-4th c. to Roman period, 
stelai in reuse (one inscription ΖΩΙΛΟΣ ΛΑ----- mentioned [262]; this seems unrecorded in SEG; see now 
Katsadima [2003] no. 91), earliest of which dated to 5th c. A. Angeli AD 48B1 (1993) [1998] 275-78: remains of 
more periboloi, mostly with well-built cists, dated 4th c. to Roman period; three Hellenistic funerary vase 
inscriptions reported (cf. SEG 47.809-11). A. Angeli AD 48B1 (1993) [1998] 278: fill of the road running through 
the cemetery had 11 stelai, dated 3rd to 2nd c., 8 of which reported with inscription (cf. SEG 47.798-805), sherds of 
early 5th c. to Roman period. A. Angeli AD 49B (1994) [1999] 377-78: inscribed stelai fragments found in fill of the 
road (one inscription reported; cf. SEG 47.806), coins of Hellenistic to Roman period, ceramics of 5th c. to Roman 
period. A. Angeli AD 50B2 (1995) [2000] 412-14: periboloi, most pi-shaped, with 47 cists, 13 tile graves, 12 pits, 24 
thekai, 1 sarcophagus of poros stone, finds dated from 5th to 1st c. A. Angeli AD 51B1 (1996) [2001] 387: 30 
tombs, those assigned a date are 2nd c. AD 52B (1997) [2002] 559-60: finds include a cist with grave goods of 
Classical date; other finds Classical and Hellenistic. A. Angeli AD 53B2 (1998) [2004] 486: burials dated 4th to 2nd 
c.; 489-90: Classical and Hellenistic burials. A. Angeli AD 54B1 (1999) [2005] 456-59: 67 burials, many in 
periboloi, most Classical or Hellenistic, but two Archaic (see discussion, below). A. Angeli AD 56B5 (2001) [2012] 
10-12: eastern cemetery excavations: unlike western cemetery, no pi-shaped periboloi along road; 45 graves from 
late Archaic to Hellenistic period, mostly Classical; 6 more graves from the same cemetery, dating from early 5th c. 
Katsadima (2003) publishes the stelai from the excavations of 1988-2002; I have not attempted to collate these with 
the Deltion reports. See now Angeli (2015) 51-63 and Chantzara (2015) 65-81 for a general overview. 
211 E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 105 reports that the burials were found at four different levels, indicating the 
continuous use of the peribolos (the evidence for the Archaic date is not stated). But E. and I. Andreou AD 43A 
(1988) [1995] 110 seem to claim that the Archaic burial was found at a lower level, yet they stop short of stating that 
it was originally associated with the large built peribolos. As E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 104 points out, the 
periboloi on the east side of the road are built against the natural slope of the Perranthi hill and were augmented by 
artificial fill, so the archaic burial, at a low level, could have been made in the hill before the peribolos was 
constructed. 
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associated with pi-shaped periboloi.212 Another two burials dated to the Archaic period were (as I 
infer from the report) associated with two perpendicular walls. But these walls were constructed 
of small, unworked stones and do not bear comparison with the cenotaph or later periboloi.213  
As for the inscriptional evidence, the grave stele of “Harmonoa” may have originated in the 
southwestern cemetery, but it is probably Classical.214 The fragment of an Archaic funerary 
inscription first published by Kourouniotis seems to have come from the eastern cemetery.215 
Hammond first reported another Archaic funerary inscription after seeing it in the Arta museum, 
but I am unaware of any record of its findspot.216 I. Katsadima has presented in her dissertation 
the stelai found in rescue excavations in the southwestern cemetery during the years 1988-2002; 
of these, none are dated to the sixth century; two are dated to the beginning, and four to the first 
quarter, of the fifth century; none of these bears an epigram.217 The only other Archaic epigram 
known from the southwestern cemetery is the “Corinthian” stele, to which we turn shortly.  
As A. Angeli summarizes, the southwestern cemetery began its life in the Archaic period.218 
The evidence shows that it was not in heavy use at this date, and certainly the cenotaph was, at 
the time of its construction, an anomaly in terms of its size, careful workmanship, and visual 
impact. Aside from the aforementioned Archaic peribolos of two walls, it is the earliest example 
                                                
212 M. Petropoulos AD 42B1 (1987) [1990] 318; other burials from the plot were within pi-shaped periboloi. 
213 A. Angeli AD 54B1 (1999) [2005] 456-59. Contrast, near these walls, the two periboloi, dated to the Classical 
and Hellenistic periods, which were constructed of larger, worked blocks. 
214 SEG 17.303; LSAG 229 no. 12 (cf. n. 189, above, on the date). Roehl IGA no. 331 states that it was found 300 
metres from the city wall “in parte occidentali urbis Artae.” Jeffery’s unpublished note on the inscription (accessible 
at: http://poinikastas.csad.ox.ac.uk/Papers/NW/1000/J.NW.Epeiros.12.p01.jpg [accessed 31 Oct. 2017]) states “IGA 
p. 76, no. 331. N. part of Arta.”  
215 K. Kourouniotis AE (1897) 163-64; LSAG 452 no. 12a; see n. 189, above. 
216 Hammond (1967) 743 no. 47f; LSAG 452 no. 12b; see n. 189, above. 
217 Katsadima (2003): beginning of 5th: nos. 1, 6; first quarter of 5th: nos. 2-5; 5th c.: nos. 7-13, 34; first half of 5th: 
33; mid-5th c.: no. 20; 5th/4th c.: nos. 35, 38-40, 42, 44, 48. Her dating scheme (165-69) is, necessarily, loose: for 
example, no. 3 she remarks (165 n. 711) was found in reuse with Corinthian pottery fragments of the late 6th c. 
(though she dates the stele to first quarter of 5th), but based on independent judgment of the letter-forms (prior to 
seeing her dissertation) I dated it late 6th to early 5th c. 
218 Angeli (2015) 51-63; some isolated pithos burials of the eighth and seventh century (prior to the Corinthian 
colony) were found in the north of the city. 
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of such a structure found in the cemetery. Subsequently, however, the cenotaph seems to have 
had an influence on later burials in the cemetery, for they evidently imitated its pi-shaped 
peribolos-form.219 By contrast, the eastern cemetery has yielded no pi-shaped periboloi.220 A 
Hellenistic viewer of the cenotaph would have regarded it in a much more built up context than 
an Archaic counterpart, and the ubiquitous pi-shaped periboloi may have rendered the cenotaph 
less prominent (or less distinctive) than it was when it was nearly alone along the southwestern 
road.  
Angeli well points out that the location of these tombs along the broad road leading from the 
city toward the gulf rendered them conspicuous to anyone coming to or from Ambracia–foreign 
visitors included.221 But, surprisingly, given her characterizations of the cenotaph and cemetery, 
Angeli has asserted that all of the other, later pi-shaped periboloi in the southwestern cemetery 
are private (“ιδιωτικοί”).222 As Katsadima observes, it has not been established that the numerous 
burials within the other periboloi belong to members of a kin group,223 so one wonders what 
distinguishes the cenotaph-peribolos as ‘public’ from all of the other ‘private’ neighboring 
periboloi that imitated its form. Our familiar terminological problem recurs, for the common 
form of the periboloi, as well as their organization next to one another in a well-trafficked 
location, becomes obscured by the distinction.      
                                                
219 E.g., M. Petropoulos AD 42B1 (1987) [1990] 318; A. Angeli AD 50B2 (1995) [2000] 412. 
220 A. Angeli AD 56B5 (2001) [2012] 10-12; cf. Angeli (2013) 184-85 and (2015) 51, 56-57. The eastern cemetery 
also has a road–albeit narrower than that of the southwestern cemetery, 6 m. broad–with burials on either side, but 
the burials are more widely spaced, in clusters or pairs, than in the other cemetery. Angeli sometimes refers to 
enclosing walls as forming periboloi in the eastern cemetery, but in the AD excavation report Angeli states explicitly 
that the cemetery lacks pi-shaped periboloi, and this seems corroborated by the photos she publishes.  
221 Angeli (2015) 55. 
222 Angeli (2013) 181 and (2015) 56. 
223 Katsadima (2003) 156; even where the stelai can help to reconstruct family stemmata, these are typically not 
found in situ. See Papakonstantinou (2015) 77-81 for a summary study of the osteological remains of some 500 
skeletons from the cemetery: all age groups and both sexes are represented in the record.  
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The continuity of form presented by the periboloi surely attests to the intentional effort of 
subsequent generations to present their deceased, via these monuments, as closely integrated 
with one another. One might suppose that the later periboloi sent a communally integrative 
message with their form. One could hypothesize a decree on funerary practices that mandated it, 
which could be characterized as demosion (an official act of the polis), but we lack evidence of 
this. Given the long life of the cemetery, which lasted through several political transformations 
or upheavals, one cannot attribute such continuity to a particular political regime (such as the 
democracy that prevailed at various times).224 I conclude, therefore, that the peribolos-form is a 
feature of the koinon that perhaps began with the cenotaph. In any case, the labels of ‘public’ and 
‘private’ have proved insufficient.  
Unlike the form of the peribolos, the epigram of the cenotaph has only one surviving parallel 
throughout the long history of the cemetery. Although many (few precise numbers are given in 
the archaeological reports) inscribed stelai, or fragments thereof, have been found in the 
cemetery, often in secondary use in later burials, as a rule these have only the name(s) of the 
deceased, sometimes a patronymic, occasionally χαῖρε/χαίρετε, rarely other details.225 This 
                                                
224 The city was founded by Gorgus, the son of Cypselus (Strabo 7.7.6), but ca. 580 the demos joined with the 
opponents of Periander (not the sage and Corinthian tyrant, cf. DL 1.99), expelled the tyrant, and took power for 
themselves (Arist. Pol. 1304a31-34, cf. 1311a39-44). The city became the seat of King Pyrrhos and his successors 
from 295 until the city joined the Aetolian league in 232 (Strabo 7.7.6, Polyb. 21.26.3, Livy 38.3.9). In 189 the city 
was famously besieged by Marcus Fulvius, who plundered it after the city’s surrender (Polyb. 21.26-32, Livy 38.4-
7, 38.9, Ennius Ann. 15 [388-99 Sk.], Ambracia [366-9 V.]). The city was part of the synoicism into Nicopolis under 
Augustus ca. 31, which certainly diminished its population and prestige (Strabo 7.7.6), although burials of the 
Roman period show that the city was not entirely abandoned.  
225 (I include here references to funerary vessels inscribed with the deceased’s name.) See CIG 1802-7 (1807, which 
gives the age of the deceased, Claudius Rufus, is exceptional but obviously Roman); the five tablets of bronze, lead, 
or clay from Hellenistic funerary amphorae found in the first excavation of the cemetery: Miliadis AD 10 (1926) 
[1929] 68-71–one of these (70-71) may exceptionally include an archon-date and the age of the deceased, but the 
interpretation is debated; see also the catalogue of Fraser and Rönne (1957) 113-14 nos. 1-6 (SEG 17.303-8); they 
already estimated (187) the corpus at “ca. 40” tombstones (some of these may not have been inscribed) before the 
many subsequent rescue excavations; LSAG 452 nos. 12a-b; P. Karatzeni and G. Pliakou AD 47B1 (1992) [1997] 
262 (not in SEG?); SEG 24.415-20, 25.694-702, 27.227, 37.507, 39.522-23, 40.506, 47.798-812, 53.568-69; 57.535, 
dated early 3rd. c., has a list of at least 16 deceased with patronymics, preceded by the (largely restored) heading 
[Ἀμβρακι]ῶται. Katsadima (2003) presents the stelai from rescue excavations between 1988 and 2002; some 
Hellenistic ones (nos. 30, 88, 90, 99, 134, at 146-54) include the ethnic for foreigners; two Hellenistic ones include 
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funerary epigram is, like the cenotaph-epigram, late Archaic, probably somewhat later (ca. 500-
475; see Appendix C) than the cenotaph. But its interpretation has been controversial. It is 
unfortunate that the “Corinthian” stele, fragmentary as it is, has been relatively neglected by 
scholars. We turn now to its epigram, in an effort to read it alongside the cenotaph’s epigram.   
2.4.8 Reading the Corinthian at Ambracia 
I read the following from the fragments of the marble stele (cf. SEG 41.540B; fig. 7a-d): 
τΕδε Ϙορινθ[.]ο[— —]στιονα[ 
hυιὸν Ϙοσ.[.]αδ[— —]ατεθεν[  
anaglyphon vac. 
σόφρονα κα[ὶ — —]ατουδε[ 
πολλοι δυσ[— —]αν vac.  
1. Ἀρι]στίονα Andreou (prob. Bousquet). 2. Ϙομνιάδ[ου aut Ϙομµιάδ[ου Andreou (prob. 
Bousquet). ]στεθεν[ Andreou. 3. θαν]άτου tent. Andreou. δι Andreou. 4. πολλοὶ Andreou: 
δυσ[μενέον Bousquet, fere.  
Near the bottom of the inscribed face, in the middle of the stele, between lines two and three 
of the inscription, its top terminating at the starting-point of the inscription, is inscribed the 
conical top of a baitylos, the emblem of Apollo at Ambracia. The orientation of the baitylos is, so 
far as I can tell, the only indication that the stele was erected such that the beginnings of the 
inscription’s lines stood at the bottom of the stele (as opposed to the reverse). We shall return, 
below, to consider the symbolic significance of the baitylos alongside the epigram. 
I, like previous editors, believe that the text is comprised of two elegiac distichs. Since the 
fourth line of the inscription is shorter than the third, it is tempting to infer that lines two and four 
                                                                                                                                                       
an occupation (no. 106, a priest, and 147, a painter). See now Chantzara (2015) 65 with eik. 69 for a stele found in 
situ in the southwestern cemetery, dated “late Archaic” and bearing the end of a name in the genitive (-θεου).  
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each held a pentameter. More often than not in Archaic funerary epigram, line-division that 
respects word-boundaries, as here, also coincides with verse-division.226 The two other examples 
of accusative σώφρονα in CEG 1 appear at the beginning of the verse.227 An elegiac epigram of 
two couplets would be congruent with the late Archaic date of the inscription.228 
For the second word of the inscription, Bousquet proposed reading the accusative singular of 
the ethnic,229 and this remains in my view the most probable solution.230 It should be noted that 
the personal name Korinthios is also attested, but the name of the deceased is most likely to be 
found in the sequence ]στιονα[, which is hard to construe otherwise.231 The suggestion of I. 
Andreou and Bousquet to read the accusative Αρι]στίο̄να [ or a similarly formed name seems 
compelling but is problematic:232 any such name will scan with a cretic, though metrical license 
may have accommodated it.233 Alternatively, we may do better to recognize the accusative of a 
name ending –stios, followed by a word beginning with alpha. I suggest Θεμί]στιον α[ .234 
                                                
226 Archaic funerary epigrams where line-division respects word-boundaries but not verse-division: CEG 24, 25, 27, 
32, 34, 50, 54, 128(?), 139, 144(?); those where it does: CEG 3, 43, 52, 57, 61, 63, 65, 70, 74, 75, 79, 112, 117, 131, 
151, 158, 173, SEG 56.430 (discussed in Chapter 4).   
227 CEG 69, 136. 
228 See Bowie (2010) 378-84 on the “bulge” of such four-line elegiac epigrams at this date. On the inscription’s date, 
see Appendix C. 
229 Bousquet (1992) 605-6. 
230 Since the second omicron is partially obscured, it would be possible to read instead Ϙορινθ[ό]θ[εν, but, like the 
ethnic, this would refer to the deceased and mean much the same thing.  
231 LGPN 1 (1) Cyrene, 5th c.; 3a (1) Aitolia, 273?; (2) Corfu, 4th c. (cf. IG IX2 886 on date and interpretation); (3) 
Corinth, 1st c. BC/AD; (4) Thouria, late 2nd c. Add now SEG 40.1596.2, Cyrene, 4th c., and perhaps SEG 54.858, 
Kisamos, 4th/3rd c.  
232 Papadopoulou (2015) 94 cites four occurrences of the name in Ambracian inscriptions (one of these, “name of a 
deceased” could be the present example). Her onomastic list offers no dates and few supporting photos; some of the 
inscriptions remain unpublished.  
233 See Allen (1888) 75-76 for examples of proper names that properly scan with a cretic accommodated in verse by 
lengthening the short or shortening one of the long syllables. We have met the example Τλασίαϝο in Menekrates’ 
epigram (see n. 60). Methodologically, however, given alternatives of reconstruction, we should prefer those that do 
not involve metrical difficulties.  
234 The name is unattested at Corinth but appears in an enigmatic inscription of the 6th c. from Stratos in Acarnania, 
not far from Ambracia, where Corinthians were certainly active (IG IX2 398.4). It is attested twice on Cyprus in the 
6th or 5th c., LGPN 1 (2), (3), and on Aegina in the late 480s, LGPN 3a (1). It is attested in Ambracia as the name of 
an Ambracian general, son of Simylos, in a dedication dated to the early 2nd c.: SEG 60.608.13.  
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In the second line of the inscription, previous editors have read the eighth letter as mu, but 
there is a trace of the bottom of the right leg of san, after which mu, nu, or another san is 
possible. Accordingly, I suggest reading the patronymic Ϙοσµ[ι]άδ[ου235 rather than I. 
Andreou’s Ϙομνιάδ[ου or Ϙομµιάδ[ου.236  
If the second line is indeed a pentameter, the possible restorations that avoid two successive 
long syllables or a cretic in the second hemiepes are few. I. Andreou proposed reading a form of 
τίθημι at ]στεθεν[ (with san ending the preceding word), but offered no examples.237 One could 
read ]στ’ ἔθεν [  “they placed” (second aorist active third-person plural), the verb perhaps 
preceded by connective τ’.238 But I observe that the first letter is uncertain: it could be the top of 
alpha,239 rather than the top right corner of san.240 If alpha is accepted, I suggest reading 
κ]ατέθεν [ , which would end the pentameter, or κ]ατέθεν[το , which would have to fall after the 
first long syllable of the hemiepes, either verb meaning “they placed down,” i.e., “they 
buried.”241 Whether alpha or san is read, the sequence of six letters most likely forms (part of) a 
third-person plural verb form. Purely exempli gratia, I offer a partial reconstruction of the first 
two lines: 
                                                
235 The name is attested eight times: LGPN 1 (1) - (8), all from Hellenistic Delos. But the cognate name Κοσμίας is 
attested in 6th c. (thus LSAG 356 no. 18, but cf. LSAG 346, third quarter of sixth c.) Kamiros on an amphora found 
in the necropolis: Ϙοσμία ἠμί· ἆγε δέ με Κλιτομίας (LSAG 356 no. 18). I will discuss this text in Chapter 3.  
236 The former is unparalleled; for the latter, I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 441 n. 89 cites Pliny NH 1.14, who 
mentions an author named Commiades (not in LGPN). 
237 I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 441. 
238 For the dialect form, as e.g. Hes. fr. 205.7 (restored by Boeckh), and in Homer with other verbs, see Buck §138.5 
(-ν is the ending, the vowel belongs to the stem; the first aorist is always used for the third-person singular); cf. 
ἀνέθεν at CEG 351.2, FGE ‘Sim.’ 13 (the form restored in both by Buttmann and Blomfield, respectively), etc. For 
the deceased as accusative object of this verb, compare CEG 37. 
239 The lettering is not consistent enough to permit certainty: the top of the alpha of σόφρονα is similar to the 
present letter, whereas that of alpha in line four is oblique.  
240 Even if we read alpha, there are few options gained (over the reading with san) for resolving τεθεν[ that avoid 
metrical problems–an aorist passive form of τίθημι or a compound thereof is conceivable but very hard to construe 
in this context. 
241 The Doric form of the third-person plural second aorist of this compound (κατα-) is unattested, but cf. n. 238 for 
the simplex and another compound. Cf. CEG 66 for the deceased as accusative object of this verb.  
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τΕδε Ϙορίνθ[ι]ο[ν ἄνδρα242 Θεμί]στιον α[⏑⏑ ‒ ×] 
hυιὸν Ϙοσµ[ι]άδ[ου ‒ ⏑⏑ ‒ κ]ατέθεν [vac.(?)243]  
“In this place, a Corinthia[n man, Themi]stios, son of Kosmiades, [...] ?A[... bu]ried.”  
I make three assertions based on this reconstruction, but I believe that none depends on an 
adventurous supplement. One, the deceased is a single individual, as Bousquet recognized, not a 
group of Corinthians as I. Andreou supposed: hυιὸν ... σόφρονα renders this all but 
unavoidable.244 There is absolutely no reason to connect this individual with the cenotaph’s 
epigram aside from the circumstantial evidence that the fragments of the stele were at some point 
buried within the peribolos. Two, the deceased is a Corinthian, not an Ambracian. Three, and the 
least secure of my assertions, is that a group buried the dead, not an individual. In favor of this 
proposition is the difficulty of construing the letters ]ατεθεν[ other than as a third-plural verb, as 
I have indicated. Moreover, since the deceased is not a local, it is less likely (than if he had died 
in Corinth) that a member of his family was responsible for his burial and the erection of his 
stele.  
As we have already seen with the example of Menekrates at Corcyra, foreigners could be 
commemorated with epigrams in the place where they died. Indeed, such circumstances of death 
frequently inspired epigrammatic commemoration: I have noted twenty-three such examples 
among epigrams dated before 400.245 Of these examples, seven make explicit who was 
                                                
242 Cf. CEG 12 (a foreigner), 13, 21.1 (adn.), 117, 136, 149.  
243 The vac. is supplied on the basis of that after line 4, on the assumption that both lines held a pentameter, which 
will have been shorter than the hexameters. For such a vac. at line- and verse-end, cf. CEG 57, 79(?), 117 (not 
reported in CEG, but clear at the end of vv. 2 and 4, pentameters; accordingly, pace Hansen, the inscription is not 
strictly stoichedon). Unfortunately, such blank spaces are not consistently reported.  
244 Bousquet (1992) 606; cf. I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 441. 
245 CEG 11 (ca. 460-50?) the Athenians bury Pythagoras, a proxenos from Selymbria. 
CEG 12 (433/2) ‘Athens’ buries Silenus, an ally from Rhegium.  
CEG 52 (ca. 510?) Athens; a man noble among the Samians, Leanax, son of Heragoras, lies far from his philoi.  
CEG 58 (ca. 510-500?) Timomachos (an Athenian?) buries the Naxian Anaxilas, and (verse 3) Athens honored him 
as well.  
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responsible for the commemoration of the deceased: CEG 11, “Athenians” (Ἀθηαναῖοι ... 
ἔθεσαν); CEG 12, “Athens” (εὐρύχοροί ποτ’ ἔθαψαν Ἀθῆναι); CEG 58, “Timomachos,” but (v. 
3) the “Athenians honored him as a metaoikos” (cf. perhaps CEG 87.3); CEG 108, the mother of 
the deceased, Timarete; CEG 143, the demos and the brother of the deceased (Menekrates, see 
above, 2.3.1); CEG 171, the hetairoi of the deceased (perhaps fellow mercenaries; see Chapter 
                                                                                                                                                       
CEG 77 (ca. 500-475?) does not mention those responsible for burial, but the dead, Pleistias, is a Spartan, raised in 
Athens, but buried on Eretria (the findspot of the inscription, written in Attic script). 
CEG 80 (ca. 475-450?) does not mention those responsible for burial, but the dead, an Athenian, was buried on 
Aegina, where the inscription was found (the lettering of the inscription is Aeginetan). 
CEG 83 (446-ca. 425?) Attica; a Megarian, Pythion, is commemorated for saving three Athenian tribes in battle. 
Although there are numerous narrative details, those responsible for burial are not mentioned. 
CEG 87 (ca. 431-421) does not mention those responsible for burial, but the dead, the best Phrygian born in Athens, 
died in war. Note verse three (an imperfect hexameter): καὶ μὰ Δί’ οὐκ εἶδον ἐμαυτο͂ ἀμείνω ὑλοτόμον, “and I (= 
the dead), by Zeus, didn’t see a better woodcutter than myself” (thus Hansen CEG index s.v. ὁράω and IG I3 1361 
ad loc.); perhaps the verb is better taken as third-person plural (the reflexive pronoun referring to the notional, not 
the grammatical subject): “and, by Zeus, they (= the Athenians) didn’t see a better woodcutter than me.”  
CEG 104 (ca. 400?) Attica (Piraeus); Herseis, since she died in Athens, left longing to all her relations.  
CEG 108 (ca. 450?) Mnesitheos, a xenos from Aegina, was buried on Eretria, where the inscription was found; his 
mother Timarete erected the stele. 
CEG 129 (475-40?) Aegina; for Hermaios from Kydonia–see Hansen ad loc.: Hansen and Hallof (IG IV2 857) object 
that the adjective Kydonikos cannot mean this, but Theoc. 7.12 uses the adjective in just this way. 
CEG 130 (5th c.?) Aegina; sema of of Gleukitas, the Cyprian, the Salaminian. 
CEG 131 (480) for the Corinthian fallen at the battle of Salamis. 
CEG 135 (458/57) Athens; Argives who died fighting Lakedaimonians at Tanagra; in large letters the heading 
designates them “Arg[ives].” 
CEG 143 (625-600?) Menekrates at Corcyra: see above, 2.3.1.  
CEG 170 (ca. 475?) Amathus, Cyprus; Halicarnassian Idagygos here (on Cyprus) lies; he is son of Aristokles, 
attendant of Ares.  
CEG 171 (ca. 475-400?) Husseneiah (Tell Nebesheh), Nile Delta; Kobon, son of Sakes, probably a mercenary, died 
far from “our homeland” and was buried by his comrades. The epigram does not reveal the identity of their 
homeland (cf. Chapter 3).  
CEG 173 (ca. 490-480) Olbia; (the amphiglyph stele speaks in the epigram; there seem to be two inscriptions): far 
from (the?) city ... lies Leoxos, son of Molpagoras. 
CEG 174 (ca. 475-50) Sinope; pyramid with three inscriptions, each with some repeition, one on each side: it is the 
sema of the daughter of Nadus the Carian. Unusually, the daughter’s name is elliptically recorded: she died “taking 
her father’s name” (patrothen, cf. Hdt. 6.14?), an only child (unless she is Nadus, daughter of Kar, with a mistake in 
the gender of the definite article).  
CEG 175 (ca. 450-400?) Panticapaeum; a man missed by many, a Taurian by birth, had the (Greek) name Tychon. 
(Tychon may have simply been a non-Greek resident of the town.) 
CEG 637 = 118a (458/7) Larissa; a Theotimos, son of Menyllos, died in the battle of Tanagra, trying to win a crown 
for Thessaly. The epigram also states that he did not dishonor the kleos of his city, Atrax of the broad dancing-
spaces.  
SEG 48.1170 (ca. 500-475) Skiathos; for the deceased, Pelyessios the Lykophronid (and) the Samian, -eukon (an 
individual) set a stele as a mnema philemosyne (see Chapter 3).  
SEG 58.556 (late 6th/early 5th c.) Argilos; the reader, it seems, is addressed: “standing at the stele and letters of 
Philtes, the sema of the Samian far from his fatherland.”  
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3); SEG 48.1170, an individual named –eukon (see Chapter 3).246 It appears from these cases 
that, where the commemorator is recorded, it is rarely an individual without also some reference 
to the local community (only CEG 108, SEG 48.1170), and in only one instance is the lone 
commemorator clearly a familial relation of the deceased (CEG 108; cf. CEG 143).  
Given the lacunose state of the fragments, we can only speculate as to the identity of the 
commemorators. But, since the deceased stands in the accusative and a third-plural verb is 
probable in verse two, it seems likely that they are the nominative subject. I very tentatively 
suggest the possibility of reading Ἀ[̣νπρακιο͂ται] at the end of line/verse one: perhaps the 
Ambracians, as a collective, are inscribed as honoring this Corinthian?247  
Such an interpretation may find some corroboration in the unusual form of decoration at the 
bottom of the stele, between lines two and three: the baitylos of Apollo Agyieus. As Andreou 
well notes, his cult is well attested in Corinthian colonies, and the baitylos appears on later 
Ambracian coinage.248 But the cult is hardly attested at Corinth itself.249 The presence of the 
emblem on the stele cannot be construed as proof of the cult at Corinth.250 Rather, it may have 
served to commemorate the Corinthian as honored by, or even integrated within the community 
at Ambracia. The symbol of the god whose epithet specified his domain as streets and entrances 
would be especially appropriate displayed along the road, near the city’s southwestern gate, 
commemorating a foreigner.  
                                                
246 See references in my previous note. 
247 Cf. Ἀμπρακιο͂ται on the serpent-column (Syll.3 31, coil 11.1); from Ambracia, SEG 57.535, dated early 3rd. c., a 
list of at least 16 deceased, preceded by the (largely restored) heading [Ἀμβρακι]ῶται (see nn. 197, 225), etc. For 
the spelling with ny, cf. Ἀνπρακίας in the cenotaph-epigram, above, and I.Dodona 1473A, 3549A.  
248 I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 442-44. 
249 Hoskins Walbank (2010) 163-70 has recently argued that Domitianic coins of Corinth may show a baitylos and 
attest to the presence of the cult in Corinth at that date.  
250 Pace I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 443.  
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The third line, beginning with a standard adjective of praise for the deceased, σόφρονα,251 
almost certainly has the copula followed by another adjective of praise, such as ἄγαθον252 or 
possibly πινυτόν.253 The last surviving letter of the line has been read as iota, but there is a 
stroke rising from the bottom of the hasta, so I read Corinthian epsilon: perhaps construe as a 
word in the genitive –ατου, the likeliest in this context being θανάτου,254 followed by the 
particle δέ.255 Alternatively, the pronoun, ]α τοῦδε [ , referring to the deceased, is possible. 
I. Andreou read the beginning of the final line as evidence in support of her view that the 
stele commemorates multiple Corinthian dead, whereas Bousquet, suggesting δυσ[μενέων, 
interpreted the adjective as referring to the enemy against whom the single Corinthian 
commemorated by the stele had fought.256 But nothing else in the inscription suggests that the 
deceased died in battle, and what would such a final verse say? Many enemies killed him? 
The first word of the line is probably nominative plural. It is unlikely, although possible, that 
it is the dative singular of the adjective (unattested in either volume of CEG), since the adverbial 
dative with a comparative adjective would be out of place in a sepulchral epigram.257 For the 
remainder of the line,258 an adjective such as δύσποτμον or δύσμορον, referring to the 
                                                
251 CEG 16 (restored), 30, 34, 36, 67, 69, 136, all Archaic, for a deceased male, and all, with the exception of 136 
(Argos), from Attica. Later, the adjective is applied (exclusively?) to women: CEG 491, 516, 525, 539, 543.5, 599, 
686.5. 
252 CEG 13 (ca. 575-50?, Attic), 14 (ca. 560-50?, Attic), 117 (ca. 480-50?/beginning of 5th c., Pharsalus), 136 (ca. 
525-500?, Argos), 149 (ca. 475-50?, Motya). 
253 CEG 67, 69, both Archaic and Attic. 
254 Thus Bousquet (1992) 606. 
255 For the sequence θανάτου δέ, cf. CEG 77 (pentameter), Tyrt. fr. 11.5 W (hexameter).  
256 I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 441; Bousquet (1992) 606.  
257 The dead are praised as having “every virtue” (CEG 69), or with positive adjectives, as “a good man” (CEG 136), 
or even with superlative expressions, “being much the best in battle” (CEG 145), but it would be anti-social to praise 
the dead as explicitly “much more X” than his contemporaries. The lone exception I have noted, CEG 87, proves the 
rule: the dead, “who was the best of the Phrygians born in Athens” and than whom no “better woodcutter” was seen, 
is positively dissociated from his Phrygian background in order to integrate him into the community (that of Athens) 
that commemorates him.   
258 I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 441 suggested the verb δύσαντο on the mistaken grounds that the line 
described the death of “many.” 
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deceased, might be considered in this context;259 a plural verb form could then be sought at the 
end of the line ( ]αν vac.). Alternatively, a feminine singular word in the accusative is possible in 
that position.  
Given our uncertainties about the grammatical structure of the third and fourth lines, further 
supplementation is unwarranted. But since a third-person plural verb of burial seems likely in 
verse two and nominative plural πολλοί is probable at the start of the fourth line, we may 
tentatively infer that the last verse describes something like the emotional state or lamentation of 
“many.” Compare CEG 123.1-2 (Pelion, ca. 450-425?), (the deceased) ...  ὃσς μάλα πολλοῖς / 
ἀστοῖς καὶ ξείνοις δο͂κε θανὸν ἀνίαν (“who, by dying, caused grief to many townsmen and 
strangers”), and CEG 175.1 (Panticapaeum, ca. 450-400?), where the deceased is “longed for by 
many” (... ἀνὴρ πολλο[ῖ]σι ποθενός / ...).260 That is, in the first couplet the burial of the 
deceased is described, yet in the second couplet the affective experience of the buriers may be 
recorded. However we reconstruct the subject of the verb that I have tentatively identified in 
verse two, the subject of verse four seems to be an otherwise undefined “many.”  
From the scant fragments of this stele, our only conclusions can be that it was for an 
individual, almost certainly a Corinthian, who was probably commemorated by a group, perhaps 
by the Ambracians as a collective, the many. We can say little about the cause of this exceptional 
form of commemoration, other than to note that those who commissioned his epigram and/or the 
poet commemorate him as temperate or prudent (σόφρονα).  
                                                
259 δύσποτμος is unattested in CEG, but δύσμορον is perhaps to be read at CEG 148.2 (Selinus, ca. 500-475?/ca. 
500-450?/ca. 475-450?); cf. Hansen ad loc. The latter adjective appears thrice in CEG 2 (see the index s.v., plus 
668.2 app. crit.). Yet δύσποτμον would here better suit the metre (δύσμορον would require a monosyllable to end 
the hemiepes). The particle δ’ followed by a word beginning υσ- seems unlikely because the aspirate would be 
expected.  
260 Cf. CEG 485.1 (Attica, early 4th c.?) πολλοῖσι ποθενός and 501 (Attica, ca. 400-375) πολλοῖσ⟨ι⟩ ποθεινός, 
both in the same metrical position. 
 120 
How does this compare with the other Ambracian epigram? It is possible that here too there 
was some civic emphasis (demosion), if the “Ambracians” were designated as the 
commemorators, and if this was felt by readers to connote ‘official business’ of the polis. But if 
the emblem of Apollo Agyieus carried a civic meaning, it was more likely one of communal 
integration (koinon). As noted, such commemoration of a foreigner with an epigram is well 
paralleled, and the record of his fatherland and parentage, although evidently atypical for 
epitaphs for Ambracians, is explicable given this context, as we saw with Menekrates at Corcyra. 
Like the cenotaph, this epigram serves to commemorate the dead along a road much trafficked 
by foreigners and locals alike. Like Menekrates’ burial at Corcyra, the cumuluative effect is 
probably integrative: while the Corinthian’s foreign origin is recorded, the very fact that he is 
buried by a multitude–perhaps even the collective Ambracians–speaks to his local significance. 
The later collocation of the fragments of this stele with the cenotaph is suggestive. Perhaps 
the stele was inadvertently broken and subsequently buried in a suitably honorific location (viz., 
within the peribolos of the cenotaph; see Appendix C). It is a likely, but not provable, conclusion 
that the stele originally was set in proximity to the (pre-existing) cenotaph. On the other hand, 
there is an intrinsic plausibility to a scenario in which the burial of the Corinthian and the 
placement of his stele were planned with the prominent cenotaph in mind. We may recall the 
similar case of the tumulus of Menekrates and the stele of Arniadas at Corcyra, discussed above. 
The prestige of an existing monument can generate a pull that attracts other such memorials. As 
has been noted, the form of the cenotaph-peribolos seems to have been imitated by later 
generations, who set their periboloi along the same road as the cenotaph. The commemorators of 
the Corinthian may have similarly been inspired to imitate the long elegiac epigram of the 
cenotaph. 
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2.4.9 An Epilogue to the Cenotaph at Ambracia 
Although I have emphasized the exceptional nature of these two epigrams, it is important to 
recall that, in time, the cemetery, which lined a broad street leading from the city, was 
substantially built up with other periboloi and adorned with a forest of stelai–so many that some 
were reused in later centuries as building material for new burials. Despite referring to the large 
peribolos as a cenotaph, I have also noted how this label was applicable only to the first two 
centuries or so of its life: a single mid-fourth-century cist grave was found within it. The 
excavators are correct that this burial is anomalous, since other periboloi of the cemetery 
typically have many burials, made over many years.261 This situation suggests that the inscription 
of the cenotaph was–with a single exception–read and respected by the populace: the monument 
to the six Ambracians who were killed by the Pyraiboi while on a civic mission was not usurped 
for others. 
On the other hand, E. Andreou’s contention, based on the evident importance of the 
monument, that the later cist grave was for a “public man” (“ταφή δημόσιου άνδρα”) is not 
without problems.262 First, what is meant by this designation? That his burial was sanctioned by 
the state? That he was a magistrate of some sort? Second, why was this “public man,” but no 
others, honored with burial in the cenotaph? These questions are, of course, unanswerable given 
our evidence.  
One final feature of the cenotaph, most likely to be associated with a period subsequent to 
that of the original construction, merits further mention. There is a cutting atop one of the 
inscribed blocks that seems clearly intended to receive a stele. As discussed in Appendix C, the 
excavators wished to place the stele of the Corinthian in this cutting, but this has been disproved. 
                                                
261 E. Andreou (1986) [1990] AD 41B 104-5; E. and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 110. 
262 E. Andreou (1986) [1990] AD 41B 104-5. 
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But what did stand in this cutting, and when was it placed there? Given that only one later burial 
was discovered within the peribolos, the most economical explanation for the stele-cutting is that 
it received a marker for this fourth-century burial. Such a marker could have contained an 
epigram, but, as I have noted, of the numerous other stelai so far published, none contains a 
metrical inscription, and their inscriptions tend to convey little more than the name of the 
deceased. Whatever such a hypothetical marker said, it is important to recognize that it would 
have been presented with–indeed, embedded in–the cenotaph’s inscription. I suppose that later 
readers would have read such a stele in tandem with the epigram, in which case the old poem 
would take on a new significance, for new audiences, more than a century after the death and 
original memorialization of the Ambracians who were slain by the children of the Pyraiboi.  
We began this chapter with an examination and critique of modern concepts of public and 
private epigrams and the consequences these labels have for our interpretations. In an effort to 
recover ancient readings of epigram, I suggested an approach based on our understanding of 
ancient Greek categories of public and private. I then presented two case studies, an Archaic 
cemetery at Corcyra and the southwestern cemetery of Ambracia, in order to document the 
problems inherent in the standard interpretive approach to such texts and to illustrate how 
contextualized readings can get us closer to ancient readings of epigram.    
In Chapter 3, we move to another important locus for the generation and reception of Archaic 
epigram–the symposium. Indeed, some of the earliest extant examples of Greek alphabetic 
writing are poems incised on vessels. While in the present chapter we have focused on 
intepretive problems associated with texts in ‘public’ spaces like a cemetery, in Chapter 3 we 
confront texts in a context normally characterized by scholars as ‘private’.
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CHAPTER 3: PUBLICIZING THE ‘PRIVATE’ AT THE SYMPOSIUM AND BEYOND 
In this chapter, we focus on the ‘private’ locus of the symposium. I begin with a ‘literary’ 
poet connected closely by most scholars with the symposium–Theognis. I offer a close analysis 
of his seal-poem and argue that his seal (his name) asserts his ownership of his poetry; at the 
same time, however, Theognis uses the metaphor of theft to describe how, as he hopes and 
foresees, his poetry will be reperformed by others at future symposia. This reading of Theognis 
introduces my study of some of the earliest Greek alphabetic writing that survives: graffiti on 
vessels connected with wine consumption, some of them metrical. As I show, the themes of 
ownership, theft, and especially the orientation to future reader-performers recur often in these 
early texts, and I suggest their composers anticpated their circulation, reading, and 
reperformance at symposia. In fact, some of these vessels are inscribed with the names of 
multiple owners, and this observation prepares us for the second half of the chapter, wherein I 
focus on the social relationships expressed by such inscriptions, particularly philia. After 
discussing two dipinti-epigrams that treat the theme of philia for viewer-readers at symposia, I 
turn to funerary epigram and suggest that the poetic expression of philia that is so prominent at 
the symposium occurs also in funerary epigram and is there better attested than has been noticed. 
Finally, I offer a study of the word philemosyne, arguing that while it may have belonged to 
sympotic discourse, its occurrence in various kinds of epigram indicates that this discourse was 
not restricted to a particular occasion or context. Throughout the chapter, I critique scholarly 
narratives about ‘the’ symposium, its elite nature and participants, as well as its closed, ‘private’ 
nature. To this end, I highlight evidence that is new or has been unduly neglected in such 
debates.   
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Part 1: Owning, Thieving, Sharing at the Symposium  
3.1 Theognis’ Seal at the Symposium: Ownership and Theft 
It is widely accepted that Theognis’ poetry was performed in a sympotic context. The seal-
poem reveals that the poet was aware of and concerned with the reperformance of his poetry as 
well. In this regard, I here highlight two features of the poem, the manner in which the poet 
claims ownership or authorship of his poetry and the contemplation of the theft of his poetry. 
Both of these require explication. As we shall see when we consider epigrams inscribed on 
symposium-ware, these themes are native to sympotic discourse.  
Κύρνε, σοφιζομένωι μὲν ἐμοὶ σφρηγὶς ἐπικείσθω 
τοῖσδ’ ἔπεσιν–λήσει δ’ οὔποτε κλεπτόμενα,  (20) 
οὐδέ τις ἀλλάξει κάκιον τοὐσθλοῦ παρεόντος·      
ὧδε δὲ πᾶς τις ἐρεῖ· “Θεύγνιδός ἐστιν ἔπη  
τοῦ Μεγαρέω͜ς”· πάντας δὲ κατ’ ἀνθρώπους ὀνομαστός. 
ἀστοῖσιν δ’ οὔπω πᾶσιν ἁδεῖν δύναμαι· 
οὐδὲν θαυμαστόν, Πολυπαΐδη· οὐδὲ γὰρ ὁ Ζεύς  (25) 
οὔθ’ ὕων πάντεσσ’ ἁνδάνει οὔτ’ ἀνέχων.   
σοὶ δ’ ἐγὼ εὖ φρονέων ὑποθήσομαι, οἷά περ αὐτός, 
Κύρν’, ἀπὸ τῶν ἀγαθῶν παῖς ἔτ’ ἐὼν ἔμαθον· 
“Kyrnos, as I practice my skill, let a seal lie upon these verses, and never will they be forgotten 
when they are stolen, nor will anyone alter them for the worse when the excellent one is present. 
But everyone will speak thus: “the verses are Theognis’, the Megarian,” and (I am/shall be / he 
is/will be) named throughout all people. But all of the astoi I am quite unable to please: no 
wonder, Polypaides, for not even Zeus pleases everybody either by raining or by withholding 
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(rain). But to you, with good purpose, I shall give just the sort of advice that I myself, Kyrnos, 
learned from the good ones when I was yet a child.”1 
Numerous have been the efforts to identify Theognis’ seal and to explicate its function.2  
Although some have suggested that the seal is a real object, most suppose that it is a metaphor, 
the two most popular candidates being the name of the poet or that of his addressee, Kyrnos.3 We 
shall return to the question of the identification of the seal, which is a subsidiary concern for our 
discussion.  
As for its function, opinions are more wide-ranging. D. Young understood it as an allusion to 
an actual seal that Theognis used to mark his manuscript in order to guarantee as authentic his 
“published” verses. Young in fact supposed that Theognis’ intention was to publish a selection 
comprising poems of gnomological content but one that was purged of the amatory poems 
properly sung only at the symposium.4 Explicit in this formulation is the notion that some of 
Theognis’ elegiac poetry was suitable for the public, whereas the smut (“spurcitia”), now found 
especially in book two, the private property of the poet, stayed hidden in the cupboard and was 
published only after his death.5 We shall throughout this chapter consider the extent to which 
                                                
1 Scholars disagree on the poem’s length (19-26), (19-30), (19-38). I follow Faraone’s (2008) 57-58 division into 19-
28 and 29-38 without committing myself to his conclusion that the structure is stanzaic. Since 19-26 is my 
immediate concern, I quote it in full, but reference to 29-38 will be made on occasion in the discussion.  
2 See Selle (2008) 289-311, with references, for an overview. 
3 Selle (2008) 290-91. 
4 Young (1961) x: “Si versus genuinos publici iuris facere voluit Megarensis, nullo modo melius id consilium 
exsequi potuit quam volumen a se scriptum et obsignatum in fano Apollinis Prostaterii deponendo. [...] suspicor 
poetam Megarensem carminum melioris notae delectum publici iuris exemplari in fano Apollinis deposito fecisse.” 
(If the Megarian wanted to publish verses as his own, he could accomplish this purpose in no better fashion than by 
depositing in the temple of Apollo Prostates a scroll that he had written and sealed himself. [...] I suspect that the 
Megarian poet published a selection of his poems of greater note by depositing a copy in the temple of Apollo.) 
Young (1961) x-xi suggests that the actual seal was metaphorically referred to in the seal poem  (“exemplar illud 
[...] obsignaverat, ut opinor, poeta velut testamentum sigillo suo: ad quod sigillum lapideum vel metallicum quasi 
adludens metaphorice scripsit Theognis (vv. 19-23) versibus suis sigillum artis suae impositum esse.”) 
5 Young (1961) x (“spurcitiam”), xi: “quem libellum penes poetam ἐν ἀποθέτοις conservatum credibile est post 
mortem Theognidis factum esse publici iuris” (It is credible that this booklet, kept in the poet’s possession in his 
cupboards, was published after Theognis’ death.)  
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such a dichotomy is valid, with the symposium as place simultaneously for ‘private,’ 
unpublishable sentiments and for ‘public,’ political ones. For the moment I focus upon the seal. 
Others have argued that the seal placed upon the verses has to do not with a guarantee of 
authorship, ownership, or textual purity but with the preservation of the political character and 
aristocratic origin of the values espoused.6 Most recently, E. Bakker has argued that the seal, 
which he understands to be the vocative “Kyrne,” looks to the diachronic life of the poetry and 
establishes its performative context. The advice that Theognis claims to have learned in his youth 
and that he will pass on to Kyrnos is sealed so long as the Kyrnos-frame remains part of the 
poetry.7  
Although I disagree with Bakker on some key points,8 I agree with his focus upon the poem’s 
consideration of its own Nachleben. Indeed, perhaps the only uncontroversial statement that we 
may make about this passage is that it pertains to the reception of Theognis’ poetry.9 
Conspicuous here is the orientation to the future: the imperative ἐπικείσθω (19), followed by a 
series of future-tense verbs, λήσει (20), ἀλλάξει (21), ἐρεῖ (22), ὑποθήσομαι (27). This 
envisioned future is also defined in very broad terms: “nobody will alter...” (21), “everyone will 
say” (22), “throughout all people” (23), “all of the astoi” (24), “everybody” (26).  
But alongside all of these forward-looking references is the present-tense speaker: “as I 
practice my skill” (19), and, in place of the future “everyone,” this voice is addressing Kyrnos.  
                                                
6 Ford (1985) 82-95, Edmunds (1997) 29-48, 136-43. 
7 Bakker (2017) 99-121. 
8 In particular, I am unconvinced by Bakker’s (2017) 109-10 suggestion that the vocative of 19 can be the subject of 
the imperative (i.e. “let ‘Kyrne’ [the word in the vocative] lie upon...”): if such an abstruse meaning were intended, 
Theognis would not have placed it outside the normal bounds of men; the idea–not original to Bakker (107)–that the 
seal has to do with the character of the verses, not the verses themselves, is belied by Theognis’ references to his 
“verses” (20, 22), not his ‘moral precepts’ or similar. 
9 The premise of a volume curated by Figueira and Nagy (1985) is the conviction that none of the Theognidea goes 
back to an historical Theognis but that the corpus represents an Archaic, aristocratic tradition located at Megara. I 
agree with Friis Johansen (1991) 7-8 and Hubbard (2007) that the seal poem is fatal to this premise. Bowie (2012) 
121-48 proposes that the Parian elegist Euenus in the fifth century may have been responsible for an early collection 
of the poet, to which he added some of his own poems. Such a redaction will have depended on a preexisting 
collection of Theognis’ poetry. Cf. my comments on the theory of a Solonian Sylloge in Chapter 1 n. 40. 
 127 
Yet the identification of this “I,” as well as his skill, are revealed only in the present-tense speech 
that he places in the mouth of “everyone”: “the verses are Theognis’, the Megarian” (22-23). The 
poem thus meditates upon its own reception, creating an intricate frame in which the speaker’s 
past learning (27-28), present engagement with Kyrnos, and future articulation by “everyone” are 
intertwined.10  
The function of the seal may be inferred from the four statements that follow (20-23); as I 
argue, these four statements are interconnected. The first is that “these verses” will not be 
forgotten when they are ‘stolen’; I provisionally place ‘stolen’ in inverted commas because it is 
not agreed what it would mean for verses to be stolen (see above on ownership and authorship), 
and the participle κλεπτόμενα admits of ambiguity.11 In any case, this action will be manifest 
because of the seal. Second, nobody will change the verses for the worse12 when the excellent 
one is present. It is debated whether “the excellent one” is masculine or neuter, “the excellent 
element” or “the excellent person” (perhaps Theognis or Kyrnos; we shall return to this question 
                                                
10 In verse 23, where a form of eimi must be supplied, the distinction between future performer and first-person 
present Theognis becomes indeterminate: does one supply the third-person and include it in the quotation or the 
first-person (the speech of “present Theognis”)? The decision vexes critics, but the uncertainty perhaps suits the 
passage: see Friis Johansen (1991) 16-18 for a nuanced discussion.   
11 One could translate “being concealed” (cf. Pindar fr. 52k.3 Maehler, denoting a daytime eclipse of the sun, ἐν 
ἁμέρᾳ κλεπτόμενον, translatable as “concealed” or “stolen”; Pi. fr. 217 Maehler, γλυκύ τι κλεπτόμενον μέλημα 
Κύπριδος “a stolen/concealed darling of Kypris is a sweet thing,” on which, see further, below). As we shall see 
later in this chapter, the verb can also mean “cheat” or “deceive.” 
12 Lit., “make other for the worse.” The verse is usually interpreted as meaning “take the worse (verse/element) in 
exchange for the good (verse/element) that is present,” but (1) this construction occurs with polyptoton (developing 
allos in the verb), as trag. adesp. fr. 7.2-3 TrGF (πόνωι πόνον ... ἀλλάσσουσα) or virtually so, as Aesch. PV 966-
67, meaning “give in exchange,” (τῆς σῆς λατρείας τὴν ἐμὴν δυσπραξίαν ... οὐκ ἂν ἀλλάξαιμ’), (2) the participle 
is not in attributive position, so it means “when/if the good one is present,” (3) it is not clear to me what it means to 
“take a verse (or element thereof) in exchange.” Friis Johansen (1991) 14-15 argues that kakion must be dir. obj. 
(not obj.-pred.), but the dir. obj. is understood from kleptomena, meaning kakion may be either adverbial or obj.-
pred. (sc. epos), as at Archil. fr. 11 W (οὔτέ τι γὰρ κλαίων ἰήσομαι, οὔτε κάκιον / θήσω). For the meaning, cf. Pi. 
I. 3.18a-b, αἰὼν δὲ κυλινδομέναις ἁμέραις ἄλλ’ ἄλλοτ’ ἐξ / ἄλλαξεν, “as the days roll on, life makes different 
things different at different times” (S-M, with ἐξ / ἄλλαξεν, appear to take the prep. with ἄλλοτ’, perhaps rightly. 
Other editors print ἐξ-/ άλλαξεν, in which case the verb’s prefix is intensive. Turyn’s (app. crit.) ἄλλοτε / 
ἄλλαξεν deserves consideration).  
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below).13 I observe, however, that there seems to be a connection between the seal and “the 
excellent one,” for the assertion that nobody will alter the verses for the worse depends both on 
the seal being placed and on the excellent one being present. Third, the seal will cause everyone 
to say “the verses are Theognis’, the Megarian,” and, fourth, (Theognis) will be named among all 
people.  
Working back from the last two assertions, which both involve naming the poet, I suggest 
that all four statements depend on the identification of Theognis. What else would prevent the 
oblivion of his verses when they are ‘stolen’ except the presence of the poet’s name? Since this 
poem envisions the reception and reperformance of Theognis’ verses by persons other than 
Theognis, being “stolen” may serve as a metaphor for this process.14 Anybody who is not 
Theognis who articulates verses 22-23 reveals that he has “stolen” the verses from Theognis. 
Paradoxically, the seal serves to assert Theognis’ ownership of his verses in the context of their 
reperformance, i.e., when his property has been stolen. I thus agree with L. Woodbury that the 
seal has to do with the ownership, not authenticity, of the verses, but whereas Woodbury believes 
that it is intended as a real safeguard against theft, I believe that Theognis is positively counting 
on the ‘theft’ of his verses.15 
As for verse 21, the topic is the alteration of Theognis’ verses for the worse. It is claimed that 
this will not happen if the seal is applied and if the excellent one is present. I here rely on 
Bakker’s interpretation of the line as referring less to the “decomposition” and “recomposition” 
                                                
13 See Bakker (2017) 108-9, Svenbro (1976) 84-86 for discussion. In favor of interpreting the phrase as masculine is 
the fact that “[a]n absolute genitive with its nominal part consisting of an articulated neuter sing. of an adjective is 
apparently found nowhere else in archaic Greek” (Friis Johansen [1991] 16, who, however, accepts the neuter and 
takes it as evidence of Theognis’ late Archaic date). 
14 In later philological writings, the vocabulary for plagiarism is primarily that of theft: κλοπή, κλέπτης, etc., with 
treatises περὶ κλοπῆς. See Ziegler (1950) 1956-97 on the vocabulary and concept, and Stemplinger (1990) [orig. 
1912] on the scholastic writings and their theories. In the case of Theognis, however, if his verses are ‘stolen’ with 
his name still attached, then there is no plagiarism, no true theft.   
15 Woodbury (1952) 20-41 (24: safeguard against theft). 
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of verses in the context of reperformance than to the (re)performance frame that is established by 
the seal: “It signifies the right words uttered by the right singer to the right addressee.”16 But 
whereas Bakker seems to interpret “the excellent one” as the right addressee, I believe that it is 
the right performer, i.e. Theognis.17 The point, then, is that if Theognis, the right performer, is 
present at reperformances–which the seal will accomplish–then no addressee, no future Kyrnos 
(who could in turn become a reperformer), will change them for the worse. 
Such a chain of reperformances is implied at verses 27-28, where Theognis promises to give 
Kyrnos the same wisdom that he learned from “the good ones” when he was a child. In the 
sequel, where Theognis begins to lay out his advice, the point is reiterated as a general principle, 
ἐσθλῶν μὲν γὰρ ἄπ’ ἐσθλὰ μαθήσεαι· “(consort with good men) for you will learn excellence 
from the excellent” (35).   
 But between Theognis and his addressee are, literally, all of the townspeople: σοφιζομένωι 
μὲν ἐμοὶ (19) ... ἀστοῖσιν δ’ οὔπω πᾶσιν (24) ... σοὶ δ’ ἐγὼ (27). Theognis appears to admit 
that the ideal scenario of the right singer, right verses, and right addressee cannot be absolutely 
guaranteed when one contemplates innumerable reperformances. He portrays his interaction with 
Kyrnos as intimate and one-on-one, but the very application of his seal and his claim of universal 
fame give the lie to this portrayal.  
The men-de, me-you, construction of verses 19-27 is broken by the de of 24, and this 
grammar reveals Theognis’ acknowledgement of the situation: “let a seal be placed, the verses 
will be acknowledged as my own, I’ll be named by everyone, (but I can’t even please all the 
townsmen), but you, Kyrnos, I’ll advise with good intention.”18 The reason, of course, is that the 
                                                
16 Bakker (2017) 109. 
17 This is the interpretation of Svenbro (1976) 84-86 (on which Bakker builds).  
18 It is not agreed which of the many des responds to men, but that of 24 (Campbell [1967] ad loc., West [1974] 149-
50) or 27 (van Gronigen [1966] ad loc., Friis Johansen [1991] 10-12) is most often advocated (but cf. Selle [2008] 
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seal cannot prevent the kakoi from hearing his poetry; the point of verse 21 thus becomes more 
urgent–an auditor who is kakos cannot, at least, render the poetry kakon, so long as Theognis’ 
verses are his own.19 I conclude that Theognis contemplates the dissemination of his poetry in 
the widest possible terms.20  
It is worth here noting that Theognis’ seal, what I argue is the poet’s desire for his poetry to 
be ‘stolen,’ and his contemplation of the uncontrolled reception and reperformance of his poems, 
are all well paralleled in Latin literature, notably in the epigrammatist Martial. Compare, for 
example, Ep. 1.29: 
Fama refert nostros te, Fidentine, libellos 
non aliter populo quam recitare tuos. 
si mea uis dici, gratis tibi carmina mittam: 
si dici tua uis, hoc eme, ne mea sint. 
“Rumor says that you, Fidentinus, are reciting my writings to the people as if they were your 
own. If you are willing to have them called mine, I’ll send my poems to you free of charge: if 
you want them to be called yours, buy this, that they not be mine.”  
                                                                                                                                                       
302-3 for another approach). I understand 27 as forming the true contrast with 19, but it also contrasts with 24 
(which itself properly contrasts with 23). This structure (with ‘interrupting’ de), as well as much of the sense, is 
almost exactly paralleled in the Kyrnos-fame poem (235-54): σοὶ μὲν ἐγὼ πτέρ’ ἔδωκα (237) ... πᾶσι δ’ ὅσοισι 
μέμηλε (251) ... αὐτὰρ ἐγὼν (253), “to you I’ve given wings, by which you’ll be immortal ... and everybody who 
cares for song will care for you, but I get hardly any respect from you.” There, 253 properly answers 237, but it also 
contrasts with 251 (whose de is continuative).  
19 “To be pleasing to the astoi” is an idiom for civic approval of a measure or policy: cf. Thgn. 44, 52, 1184b.  
20 Thucydides (1.22.4) similarly contemplates the dissemination of his own work: κτῆμά τε ἐς ἀεὶ μᾶλλον ἢ 
ἀγώνισμα ἐς τὸ παραχρῆμα ἀκούειν ξύγκειται. As Rawlings (2016) 107-16 convincingly argues, the infinitive 
refers to reading and is epexegetic of both κτῆμά τε ἐς ἀεὶ and ἀγώνισμα ἐς τὸ παραχρῆμα: the work is composed 
as a possession to be read repeatedly (ἀεὶ) rather than as a competition-piece to be read one time. Like Theognis’, 
Thucydides’ work will not please everyone, nor is that its purpose. Compare Heraclitus (DK B 1): τοῦ δὲ λόγου 
τοῦδε ἐόντος ἀεὶ ἀξύνετοι γίνονται ἄνθρωποι καὶ πρόσθεν ἢ ἀκοῦσαι καὶ ἀκούσαντες τὸ πρῶτον “although 
this logos is (true), people are always ignorant of it, both before they have read it and after they’ve read it for the 
first time.” Repeated reading and contemplation are required. The theme of future reperformance is of course found 
as well in Homer, for example where Helen discloses to Hector that she perceives that Zeus has sent an evil doom 
upon herself and Paris–such that they will be sung even by men in future (Il. 6.357-58). But note that Homer too is 
aware of the communicative power of writing in this very context: we considered Hector’s imagined epitaph (Il. 
7.89-90) in Chapter 2 and, as Clay (2016) 185-96 argues, the passage reveals the poet’s awareness of writing and its 
ability to speak to future audiences.  
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Martial wants his poetry to be recited by others, but he wants his “ownership” to be 
acknowledged;21 for Martial to relinquish his claim of ownership, Fidentinus can pay to “own” 
his book, rather than purloining the poems.22 As S. McGill describes, the poet ruminates in this 
epigram upon the instability of his work once it is released to the public; he humorously 
conflates the ownership of a book of poetry with the authorship of its contents.23 While Martial 
builds on Theognis by adding the concept of the ownership of a copy of a book, his 
characterization of recitation without attribution as theft is remarkably similar to the earlier 
poet’s concerns in the seal-poem.24    
It remains now to comment upon the medium in which Theognis’ seal functions, the vehicle 
for the transmission of his verse: writing. I follow those critics who infer that the seal alludes to 
the written form of Theognis’ poetry, and I adopt in particular L. Pratt’s identification of the seal 
as Theognis’ name in written form.25 One argument I would add to this thesis is that the logic of 
verses 22-23 demands verbatim recitation, which a written text provides: the only way that 
everyone performing this poem will say “Theognis’ are the verses” is if the performer recites 
                                                
21 McGill (2012) 79 cites other epigrams in which Martial comments upon the social reading of his poems. Notably, 
in Ep. 7.51, one Pompeius Auctus, who has memorized every word, commendably prefers not to claim authorship 
but to spread Martial’s fama (sed famae mauult ille fauere meae, 7.51.10).  
22 For this interpretation of hoc, I follow Citroni (1975) ad loc.; cf. Howell (1980) ad loc. This humorous point is 
made again in Ep. 2.20, wherein a certain Paulus buys poems and recites them as his own. Martial ironically assents 
(nam quod emas possis iure uocare tuum, “what you buy you may justly call yours” cf. Williams [2004] 92). 
23 McGill (2012) 78-85.  
24 In particular, cf. Mart. Ep. 1.53, where Fidentinus is again addressed and accused of having inserted a single page 
of his own poetry into Martial’s libelli; this page convicts its author of theft because it is so bad in comparison with 
the rest; in the last verse (12), this page itself is said to accuse Fidentinus of theft (“fur es.”). See McGill (2012) 74-
111 on the theme of ownership and plagiarism in Martial generally. And, for accusations of plagiarism described as 
“theft” in Latin literature, see the index in McGill (2012) s.v. furtum. For such topics specifically in Latin prefaces 
(much as the seal-poem is thought to have been placed at or near the beginning of the collection of Theognis’ 
poetry), see McGill (2012) 33-73. For the theme in later Greek epigram, see AP 11.130 (Pollianus), where the cyclic 
poets, who are thieves of others’ verses (λωποδύτας ἀλλοτρίων ἐπέων), are rejected in preference for elegy, for, 
Pollianus affirms, he cannot steal anything from Parthenius or Callimachus (οὐδὲν ἔχω γὰρ / Παρθενίου κλέπτειν 
ἢ πάλι Καλλιμάχου), whose poetry is so distinct that its theft would be manifest.  
25 See esp. Reitzenstein (1893) 264-69, Friis Johansen (1993) 26-29, Pratt (1995) 171-84, Selle (2008) 311- 21, with 
further references at 291 n. 252. 
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from a written text; when these words are uttered they are proved true.26 If, however, a performer 
improvises (we cannot deny this possibility), then they are no longer the verses of Theognis that 
he utters. As Selle has remarked, it is surely no coincidence that the concept of authorship 
appears simultaneously with the spread of writing.27  
As I have indicated, however, I do not believe that Theognis is concerned with the 
authenticity or illicit rewriting of his verses.28 Rather, his self-identification in verses 22-23 is an 
expression of ownership,29 and the allowance for their ‘theft’ an allusion to their transmission 
and reperformance. As will become clear from the numerous epigrams on symposium-ware to 
which we soon turn, both the phrasing of Theognis’ ownership-claim and the discussion of his 
verses’ ‘theft’ are tropes of writing at the symposium. It is clear, however, that Theognis 
contemplates an audience much wider than that of a single symposium: the fact that he identifies 
his city-ethnic shows that his ambition is beyond his own city, it is Panhellenic.30  
                                                
26 Of course, verbatim reperformance can occur without a written text, but here the seal guarantees (via writing) that 
it will occur. Svenbro (1993) esp. 3, 104, 106 argues that written texts violently take control of the reader’s voice. 
Although Svenbro overdevelops the philosophical implications of this idea, it is grounded in ancient evidence. For 
example, see below on Porkos’ cup inscription.  
27 Selle (2008) 319. 
28 For the notion of an open literary tradition upon which all poets must draw, at risk of imitation, the locus classicus 
is Hor. AP 119-52, especially 128 (difficile est proprie communia dicere...), sometimes referred to as one of the 
hardest lines in Latin literature and 131 (publica materies priuati iuris erit, si...): see Brink (1971) ad locc. (with a 9 
page appendix on 128). 131, “material that belongs to the populus will fall under private law, if...,” acknowledges 
the task of working within a tradition without falling into cliché or imitation: see Brink for the admixture of 
terminology from Alexandrian literary theory and the legal sphere (publica, priuati iuris). Cf. McGill (2012) 198-
202 on the topic in other Latin authors, where the discussion broadens from Horace’s focus on poetic theme to 
include expression too. 
29 It is relevant that Xenophon (apud Stob. 4.29c.53; probably, but not certainly, the historian and Socratic–cf. Xen. 
Symp. 2.4, Mem. 1.2.20) quotes Θεόγνιδός ἐστιν ἔπη τοῦ Μεγαρέως in introducing the poet and goes on to call his 
poetry “a written work,” just like a written treatise on horsemanship (καὶ ἔστιν ἡ ποίησις σύγγραμμα περὶ 
ἀνθρώπων, ὥσπερ εἴ τις ἱππικὸς ὢν συγγράψειεν περὶ ἱππικῆς). It is clear that Xenophon knew his poetry in 
written form, but, more significantly, he interprets Theognis’ words as pointing to its written nature. Boterf (2017) 
85-96 too notes the similarity between Theognis’ self-identification or trademark and those of prose writers such as 
Hecateaus, Herodotus, and Thucydides, who give their city-ethnic.     
30 Boterf (2017) 96 argues that the place-name identification highlights the author’s epichoric origin for Panhellenic 
(i.e., non-local) performances. For the sake of heresy, however, I point out that the interpretation of τοῦ Μεγαρέ͜ως 
(23) is debatable. Per Gildersleeve (539), “the article is used to identify by demonstration (resumption),” but there is 
no resumption here (cf. Hdt. 1.29, who introduces Solon as Σόλων ἀνὴρ Ἀθηναῖος, but refers to him later [2.177, 
5.113] as Σόλων ... ὁ Ἀθηναῖος), whereas the omission of the article is otherwise normal (540). Another–arguably 
more natural–interpretation is “Theognis, the son of Megareus.” The name is attested in 6th c. Cyprus in a syllabic 
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Critics are fond of noting the ‘failure’ of the seal (inasmuch as the Theognidea is larded with 
much by other poets), but I would point out that one of his earliest attested (literary) 
reperformances occurs at a symposium in fifth-century Athens, where verses 35-36 are recited–
“from good men you will learn good things, but if you consort with bad men, you’ll destroy even 
the sense that you (already) have”–and attributed to Theognis by name (Xen. Symp. 2.4).  
More importantly, Xenophon (or his Socrates) understood and endorsed Theognis’ desire for 
his poetry to be reperformed, for, when he cites these verses again,31 he concludes that their 
efficacy lies in their repetition and dissemination from every Theognis to his Kyrnos:  
ὁρῶ γὰρ ὥσπερ τῶν ἐν μέτρῳ πεποιημένων ἐπῶν τοὺς μὴ μελετῶντας ἐπιλανθανομένους, 
οὕτω καὶ τῶν διδασκαλικῶν λόγων τοῖς ἀμελοῦσι λήθην ἐγγιγνομένην. 
“For I see that, just as those who do not actively pursue epea composed in metre let them slip 
from their notice, so too does oblivion descend upon those inattentive to didactic logoi.” (Xen. 
Mem. 1.2.20). 
This is just what Theognis intended, that his verses be ‘stolen,’ or reperformed, and not escape 
from notice or be forgotten (λήσει δ’ οὔποτε κλεπτόμενα, 20).  
3.2 Ownership Inscriptions and the Theme of Theft at the Symposium 
The earliest extant examples of Greek alphabetic writing are found etched–somewhat later 
also painted–on pots, and in this section we will consider the early uses of writing on vessels that 
                                                                                                                                                       
inscription: Rantidi-Paphos 39 (Μύκ(κ)αυ (?) τῶ Μεγαρῆϝος “(the monument) of Muk(k)as, the son of 
Megareus”), once at Miletus in 395/4 (LGPN 5b s.v.), four times at 4th-2nd c. Chios (LGPN 1 s.v. 1-4), and once in 
3rd c. Megara itself (LGPN 3b s.v.). It seems that the ancient identification of Theognis as a Megarian rests on 
nothing other than verse 23 (hence the debate in antiquity as to whether it was Nisaean or Sicilian Megara; 773-88 
are by a poet of Nisaean Megara who must date to the time of the Persian invasion and whom West tentatively 
identifies as Philiadas), but this is no guarantee that the line was correctly interpreted. No source names Theognis’ 
father.  
31 Xen. Mem. 1.2.20, where, however the lines are quoted with attribution to “one of the poets.” Plato (Men. 95d) 
cites 33-36 with attribution to Theognis; both authors trivially alter the verb of 35. To West’s app. font. for 35-36 
(also to Young’s), under “resp.,” add Lib. Or. 52.28.  
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probably circulated, were written on, and that were read at drinking gatherings.32 For example, 
among the earliest (late eighth or early seventh century) are the 22 inscribed vessels (or 
fragments thereof) found in an unusual archaeological context at Methone in Pieria on the 
Thermaic gulf.33 The character of these and the types of vessel that bear them indicate the sorts 
of contexts in which the inscriptions could have been made and, subsequently, read. Some, such 
as those found on transport amphorae, consist of a single letter and can be interpreted as a 
trademark or a mark of ownership.34  
Others appear on vessels that are connected with drinking, so it has been suggested that they 
would have been read in sympotic contexts. Nearly all of these sympotic inscriptions, however, 
serve to mark the owner of the vessel, such as that inscribed retrograde in Eretrian script on an 
Aeolic grayware cup (i.e., made on Lesbos): Φιλίονος ἐμι, “Philion’s I am” (MP I no. 1). Others 
consist of a name without the verb. But whereas a label on a transport vessel serves a practical 
function, it is by no means obvious why a small, humble cup should receive such an inscription. 
We will return to this question after considering some more elaborate examples.  
                                                
32 Janko (2015) provides a recent treatment of the earliest evidence. Note that Clearchus (fr. 63 Wehrli apud Athen. 
Deipn. 10.457c-f) in the 4th c., in his treatise on proverbs and riddles, reportedly said that at symposia the ancients 
(οἱ παλαιοί) would, among other games, play those wherein they had to name a commander that fought at Troy, or 
to name a city in Troy that began with a particular letter (πόλεως ὄνομα τῶν ἐν τῇ Ἀσίᾳ λέγειν ἀπὸ τοῦ 
δοθέντος γράμματος), after which those who followed would take turns naming a city in Europe or Asia, in order. 
Clearly such a game could not be played in this fashion without shared knowledge of the alphabet among the 
symposiasts. One wonders how long before Clearchus such games were played. See Wachter (2001) 282 on dipinti 
abecedaria, and see below, 3.4, on writing on shared vessels.  
33 They were found in a shaft built into the earth (“hypogeio,” 3.50 by 4.50 m. in area, 11.5 m. in depth) that is 
described by the excavators as not fully constructed before it was sealed and filled in three short phases ca. 700 
BCE: Besios, Tsifopoulos, Kotsonas (MP I) 41-112. In addition to the pottery, the fill consisted of building material 
interpreted as coming from “some district with a marked industrial character,” and it is argued that the fill came 
from an original waste-site (57). It is unclear what the original purpose of this pit was, but it is interesting to note 
that the inscribed pottery seems to have come from a garbage dump including industrial material; contrast the 
inscribed cups used as grave goods on Pithekoussai, such as the Cup of Nestor (see below). In both cases, we must 
be cautious about interpreting earlier functions for these vessels based on their findspot.  
34 A total of 191 vessels (or fragments thereof) are presented in Besios, Tsifopoulos, Kotsonas (MP I), the majority 
inscribed with non-alphabetic marks or designs. See Johnston (1979) and (2006) on trademarks.   
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Another Methone cup (MP I no. 2; fig. 10a-b), of Eretrian manufacture, bears a longer 
inscription:  
hακεσάνδρο ἐμ[ὶ ..... ca. 22 .....]ειτετο[.. ca. 6 ..]ατον στερέ|σ[ετ]αι  
“Hakesandros’ I am [...] he/she will be deprived of his/her [?eyes/money/cakes/pains]” 
Restorations that have been offered for the penultimate word are ὀμ(μ)]άτον, χρεμ]άτον, 
πεμ(μ)]άτον, πεμ]άτον.35 The overall sense may be elucidated by another, similar inscription 
from the Greek west that is somewhat later than Hakesandros’. 
A protocorinthian aryballos found at Kyme (IGASMG III 20, SEG 47.1475, ca. 660-50) is 
marked as belonging to a woman, Tataie: 
Ταταίες ἐμὶ λέϙυθος· hὸς δ’ ἂν με κλέφσει, θυφλὸς ἔσται  
“Tataie’s lekythos I am. And whoever steals me will be blind.” 
Her inscription consists of a claim of ownership, with specification of the vessel’s identity–a 
lekythos,36 accompanied by a statement about the blindness of prospective thieves. The last 
clause is usually interpreted as a threat,37 but the verb is ἔσται, not γενήσεται or εἴη: anyone 
who steals it will be a blind person, i.e., unable to read that the vessel belongs to Tataie.  
In view of this, one is tempted to restore “eyes” in Hakesandros’ inscription and to interpret it as 
a similar statement about the blindness (or illiteracy) of any thief.38  
These two inscriptions have another feature in common: their rhythm. Although the 
beginning of Hakesandros’ inscription is not demonstrably metrical, the editors have noted that it 
                                                
35 See Besios, Tsifopoulos, Kotsonas (MP I) 342-43 for the first two supplements (the second given as κhρεμ]άτον), 
as well as several suggestions for the remaining lacunae. Janko (2015) 3 offers the second two supplements 
(although he is correct that “there are many possibilities,” “cakes” is unlikely).  
36 See Lazzarini (1973-74) 341-75 for a study of vessel-names in inscriptions on Greek vases (Tataie’s at 360-61).    
37 E.g., Bartoněk and Buchner (1995) 199-200 who interpret it as a joking curse or threat. The vessel was found in 
an inhumation grave of a youth, but it is hazardous to assume, as do Bartoněk and Buchner, that the deceased was 
Tataie (they conjecture that her husband-to-be had written the inscription on the vessel as a gift to her ante mortem).  
38 The future tense of στερέ|σ[ετ]αι renders the aspect ambiguous (“will be deprived” or “will become deprived”). 
The verb, when used to describe blindness, can denote either sense (cf. Arist. Met. 1022b26), but the choice of tense 
usually makes the meaning clear (e.g., Hdt. 6.117, 9.93 has the aorist for “become deprived”).  
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ends with an iambic clausula (a ditrochee), which suggests that a line of verse may have 
followed the initial name-tag. Tataie’s inscription too is not a proper verse, but it ends in a 
ditrochee.39 It is known that the fixed cadence of Greek meters is strictest at the end of the verse 
(a feature shared with IE verse).40 Whether we term these examples ‘quasi-metrical,’ 
‘metricising,’ or (least satisfactorily) ‘botched verse,’ it seems that they were intended to be 
poetic and may have been read or heard as poetry.41 As such, their function cannot be purely 
utilitarian. Let us consider some further examples. 
The inscription on the cup of Hakesandros resembles that on the celebrated Cup of Nestor (a 
Rhodian LG II kotyle), found in a grave dated ca. 720-10 on Pithekoussai (Ischia, in the Bay of 
Naples). Indeed, it adds some evidence pertaining to the debate concerning the reconstruction of 
the first line of Nestor’s inscription (after Bartoněk and Buchner no. 1 ~ CEG 454; fig. 11a-c)42: 
Νέστορος :43 ἐ[μ]ί44 : εὔποτ[ον] : ποτέριον45· | 
hὸς δ’ ἂν46 το͂δε πίεσι : ποτερί[ο] : αὐτίκα κε͂νον vac. (ca. 3) {ν.}47 | 
hίμερος hαιρέσει : καλλιστε[φά]νο : Ἀφροδίτες.  
“Nestor’s I am, a cup good to drink from. And whoever drinks from this cup, straightaway desire 
of beautiful-crowned Aphrodite48 shall seize that one.”  
                                                
39 Oswald (2014) 78-79; Powell (1991) 166-67 characterizes it instead as partly dactylic. 
40 See West (1982) 2-3, Oswald (2014) 15-16. 
41 See Oswald (2014) 10-23 on the identification of “metricising” inscriptions. 
42 The bibliography is vast: see Pithekoussai I 751-58 for references up to 1991. I have not attempted to canvass all 
of this, or more recent studies.  
43 The two-dot interpuncts punctuate words or word-groups; see LSAG 80, 284 on other examples in Eretrian 
inscriptions. 
44 I can see no trace of iota, but I have not closely examined the sherd.  
45 ποτέριον: ε corr. ex ο.  
46 The ny has been inserted below tau of the next word.  
47 There is a vac. of about three letter-spaces, followed by two or three characters. The first is ny, followed by 
perhaps epsilon-iota in ligature or epsilon corrected from iota. These are not easily explained (Bartoněk and 
Buchner [1995] 152), but perhaps this was the original, aborted start of the inscription, or else a second hand 
imitating the inscription; see 3.4. Autopsy was of no help here, since this area of the inscription is much cracked and 
is also angled away from the viewer in the museum. 
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The first lacuna of line one (ἐ[μ]ί) has in the past been supplemented variously, with 
consequences in particular for the interpretation of the proper name as either the historical owner 
of the cup, the epic hero, or both, but Bartoněk and Buchner cite ample parallels for their 
reconstruction.49 The first person verb and metrically irregular opening are now further 
paralleled by Hakesandros’ inscription, and again we find an iambic clausula.50 Once again, the 
epigram begins with an expression of ownership. It now seems likely that there was an owner-
Nestor just like Hakesandros or Tataie. It remains possible, however, that a reader might 
juxtapose owner-Nestor and his cup with hero-Nestor and his cup, especially since the second 
and third lines are dactylic hexameters.51 Unlike the last two epigrams, however, the present 
example does not mention theft explicitly but instead predicts what will happen to someone who 
drinks from the cup. We shall return to this feature in the next section (3.3).  
                                                                                                                                                       
48 It is ambiguous whether the genitive is subjective (desire, which is in Aphrodite’s sphere of influence) or 
objective, with ‘Aphrodite’ denoting sexual passion (as at Od. 22.444-45, of the disloyal women who had sex with 
the suitors, ... ἐκλελάθωντ’ Ἀφροδίτης, / τὴν ἄρ’ ὑπὸ μνηστῆρσιν ἔχον ... “(until) they forget ‘Aphrodite,’ which 
they had with the suitors”), but I prefer the latter interpretation. 
49 See references in Hansen ad loc., Bartoněk and Buchner (1995) 150-51, Pavese (1996) 6-8 (who notes some 
dozen other supplements made by critics as eminent as Page, Heubeck, and Watkins), Węcowski (2014) 128 n. 4. 
50 εὔποτ[ον] ∶ ποτέριον is a perfect iambic dimeter (with poetic diction). West (1982) 40 n. 28 analyzes the 
opening as an adonean replacing the usual penthemimer (with four parallels in tragedy), but the examples of Tataie 
and Hakesandros suggest that it may have been simply fortuitous that Nestor’s name fit into an adonean (if we take 
the view that the name was borne by the actual owner). Hansen (1976) 35-41 argues that the first line is not metrical 
but that the shift from a prose formula to poetic language (εὔποτ[ον]) is the first in a series of jokes. But his 
objection to the hiatus (which he contradicts at CEG 447) is immaterial if we consider that the epigram is mock-
heroic (thus also at Archil. fr. 120.1 W); Cairns (2016) 315 labels it “prose or a faulty iambic trimeter.” Cf. Pavese 
(1996) 9-10.  
51 Bartoněk and Buchner (1995) 153-54; cf. Russo apud Pithekoussai I 748-50 for an exceedingly elaborate 
argument linking the cup’s Nestor and the Homeric hero. Since the first-person verb seems secure, there can be no 
contrast between “Nestor’s cup” (v. 1) and “this cup” (v. 2). Conceivably, a reader could have interpreted “Nestor” 
as the epic hero, with the Rhodian cup humorously replacing the hero’s metal one, but it still seems likely that there 
was an historical owner-Nestor, which prompted the jocular epigram. Pavese (1996) 10-13 and Cairns (2016) 315-
16 doubt any allusion to Homeric Nestor, whereas Gaunt (2017) 92-97 thinks that the hexameters all but prove a 
link; further support has been sought in the form of the inscription, for each verse is inscribed on a separate line (cf. 
LSAG 45-46, 235-36), perhaps in imitation of verses written on tablets, skins, or papyrus. If a link with Homeric 
Nestor is accepted, it need not have been with the Iliad episode in particular (indeed it cannot be so if our Iliad is 7th 
c.), but could have occurred in an earlier epic: Danek (1995) 29-44. 
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The following epigram (LSAG 356 no. 18, Tit. Cam. no. 178, IG XII 718, IGA 473) was 
inscribed upon an amphora found in the necropolis at Rhodian Kamiros and dated to the sixth 
century (now lost?):52 
Ϙοσμία ἠμί· ἆγε δέ με Κλιτομίας 
Segre and Pugliese Carratelli, without characterizing the metre, scanned the syllables as ‒⏑⏑‒⏑‒
⏑⏑‒⏑‒⏑⏑.53 In fact, aside from the first proper name (in the genitive), the remainder scans as an 
iambic trimeter with a single resolution, (Ϙοσμία) ‒×:‒⏑⏑⏑×‒⏑‒,54 much as we saw in Nestor’s 
first verse. As for its meaning, Roehl (IGA 473) asserted that ἆγε, meaning “advexit,” was used 
for ἔδωκε, but he could offer no parallels (“insuetum,” he says) for this sense. The verb rather 
means “carried off, took,”55 and renders the joke: “Kosmias’ I am; but Klitomias took me.”56 The 
epigram is a variation on the theme of theft that we saw on Tataie’s lekythos (and probably 
Hakesandros’ cup): who is the true owner? No doubt the point is humorous.  
It is worth pausing now to remark on the spread of this habit of inscribing short epigrams 
concerning ownership and theft. Although Kosmias’ sixth-century epigram is later than those of 
Hakesandros and Tataie, we have some earlier, fragmentary Rhodian examples that suggest 
continuity from the seventh or even eighth to sixth centuries: Ϙοράϙο ἠμὶ ϙύλιχς ̣[ (LSAG 356 
no. 1, 8th c.?, perhaps second in age only to the Dipylon oinochoe; note that the inscription may 
                                                
52 It is dated broadly to the 6th c. at LSAG 356 no. 18, but the third quarter of the 6th c. at LSAG 346. 
53 Tit. Cam. no. 178. The antepenultimate syllable is treated as long on the basis of Bechtel’s (1917) 252 analysis of 
the name as Κλιτωμίας (omega not being adopted at Rhodes until the late Archaic period). 
54 Κλ- does not ‘make position’; cf. Allen (1888) 82. The double hiatus (Ϙοσμία ἠμί), normally illicit in ‘good’ 
trimeters, will be owed to the formulaic nature of the start, as in the first line of Nestor’s epigram. 
55 LSJ s.v. I 3 and cf. IGASMG II2 120, below. 
56 Neither name is attested elsewhere, but Kosmiades is attested 8 times in Hellenistic Delos (LGPN 1 s.v.) and in 
the last chapter (2.4.8) I have reconstructed the name in the ‘Corinthian’ stele from Ambracia. Kosmia (feminine) is 
attested 26 times, in all areas (LGPN 1: 4, 2a: 7, 3a: 4, 3b: 5, 4: 4, 5a: 2), and other names built on Kosmi- are 
attested.  
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have been longer than what survives), ]νος ἠμί (LSAG 356 no. 2, c. 650-600?), as well as one on 
an aryballos: Ἀστυοχίδα ἠμί (LSAG 356 no. 8, c. 600-550?).57  
The evidence for Doric is not confined to Rhodes. At Corinth, in the excavations of the 
Sanctuary of Demeter and Kore, were found several fragments of an Early Corinthian cup, 
around which is inscribed retrograde in Corinthian script an elaborated ownership-inscription. 
Corinth 18.6 no. 51 (ca. 650): 
Χοιράσου hα ϙοτύλλα ἐµί . ϙόρι τα.[ 5-6].Ε.[---?] 
ΧοιρvΑ ̣vacat   
“The kotyla of Choirasos am I. ?? Choira(?)–” 
Unfortunately, the lacunose state renders it impossible to verify the nature of the end of the 
inscription. R. Stroud originally interpreted the letters ϙόρι as indicating a dedication to the 
goddess; in the recent editio maior he retains this reading but expresses doubts about it: one 
would expect the form to be Doric and to be spelled with digamma.58 Stroud allows for 
Wachter’s suggestion of a patronymic (or ethnic) at . ϙόρι τα.[ 5-6].Ε.[---?], but I prefer his own 
suggestion of an exhortation to drink (or similar).59  
Most significant for our present purpose is Wachter’s suggestion that the first line may be an 
iambic trimeter;60 the text is certainly longer than a simple ownership-tag. The short second line, 
which begins below the dotted letter of ].Ε in line 1, admits of several explanations that will be 
discussed below in connection with the Dipylon oinochoe (3.4). Perhaps the piggy name 
                                                
57 Cf. the later Rhodian kylix-epigram CEG 460, ca. 490-70, which has only the owner-inscription of a woman 
named Philto.  
58 I would add that qoppa is most uncertain (only the bottom of a hasta is preserved) and the stroke before it is left 
unexplained. 
59 Stroud ad loc. at 47-48. Cf. Wachter (2001) 335 (COR Gr 2). Note that whereas Stroud prints ].Ε.[ , the dotted 
letter-space after epsilon could be two letters (“bottom tips of two verticals,” at 47).  
60 Wachter (2001) 335. A different text and metrical analysis is presented at SEG 29.332, neither of which 
convinces. 
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Choirasos, otherwise unattested, is a nickname coined at the symposium: see 3.3 on one Porkos 
(as well as Phryna, and, below, Pithakos).61  
From the few examples so far considered, we discern a geographical and dialectical range 
spanning the Greek world, from Kyme and Pithekoussai in the West to Methone in the North and 
Rhodes in the East, in both Ionic and Doric. If we add to this the observation that both Nestor’s 
Cup and another fragmentary inscribed cup from Eretria are kotylai imported from Rhodes,62 we 
may infer that the epigraphic habit diffused throughout the Greek world much as the vessels 
themselves circulated.63 We shall return, however, to consider the manner in which such vessels 
circulated once inscribed. 
Further evidence for a Doric version of this sort of epigram appears also in the West. Perhaps 
contemporary with Kosmias’ amphora is the lekythos of Aristokleia (CEG 897 = 454a, ca. 550-
25), found in a grave at Selinous (a colony of Megara Hyblaia, on Sicily), which bears, below a 
Black Figure scene,64 an inscription of two iambic trimeters written in the local script: 
 
Ἀριστοκλείας ἐμὶ τᾶς καλᾶς καλά· 
hαύτα δ’ ἐμά· Πίθαϙος αἰτέσας ἔχει. 
The joke of the second line is obscure and debated.65 I translate: “Beautiful Aristokleia’s 
beautiful (sc. lekythos) I am. And she is mine: Pithakos has asked (sc. whose she is or for 
                                                
61 Bechtel (1917) 588 documents other porcine names.  
62 SEG 41.866, discussed in the next section. 
63 Oswald (2014) 204-7 has postulated the existence of what he calls a “metrical network” linking Euboea (i.e. 
Eretria) and her colonies (Methone, Kyme, Pithekoussai). The Rhodian and Corinthian material shows that the 
network was broader and more interconnected than this model supposes.  
64 On the shoulder appear fighting warriors, along with two errant letters, alpha and heta, which are perpendicular to 
one another: perhaps this was a false start (cf. hαύτα) or copying by another hand; see 3.4. On the body, Theseus 
and the minotaur are locked in combat; they are framed at l. and r. by onlookers, on each side a woman in a chiton, 
followed by three males, the first two raising a hand, the last standing with a tall staff or lance (the second from last 
on the l. also has a lance, angled forward). The epigam appears below, incised on the black field below the scene on 
the body.   
65 See references at CEG ad loc., IGDS I 81, IGASMG I2 57 with add. 
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her).”66 It is unclear whether the demonstrative pronoun points to the vase or to Aristokleia. I am 
inclined to interpret the lekythos as the speaker throughout, the pronoun pointing to Aristokleia. 
Thus, the pot claims possession of her, a conceit that probably plays on the convention of the 
speaking pot proclaiming its owner.67 Perhaps Pithakos was a suitor of hers?68  
Whatever the exact sense, it seems to be another adaptation of a theme dealing with 
ownership and theft, perhaps with an erotic dimension. The riddling nature of the epigram, with 
its ambiguity of speaker(s), would fit well in a sympotic context,69 but it is inscribed on a 
(young) woman’s lekythos. We shall return to the question of context to consider the gender(s) 
of those who decided to inscribe it and of those who may have read it. 
Elsewhere in the Greek West, we find another example incised retrograde in Achaian script 
under the foot of an Attic Black Figure eye-cup (IGASMG IV 30 ~ SEG 34.1019, LSAG 457 H, 
                                                
66 I construe αἰτέσας ἔχει as perfective (LSJ s.v. ἔχω IV.1). The “have-perfect” is well documented in 5th c. Attic 
tragedy, but, pace Bruno (2014) 43-52, it is attested as early as Hes. Op. 42. The riddling syntax of the epigram may 
be intentional, playing on the theme of possession. Instead of the proper name, πίθαϙος, meaning either ‘monkey’ 
or the nickname for a trickster (LSJ s.v. 2.) is possible, but for the name, in a Greek-speaking Sicilian context, cf. 
IGDS II 26.6 (Selinus, ca. 500), 29.1 (Selinus, 500-450), 67 (Gela, 5th c.).  
67 I have not yet noticed any parallels for the vessel claiming ownership of a human in this way, but compare the 
retrograde graffito on a Late Geometric (750-700) juglet from Eretria: λέβετος [–?–] (Kenzelmann Pfyffer, 
Theurillat, Verdan [2005] no. 44, there restored λεβετος [εμι ), “lebes’ (I am).” The lebes, it seems, is humorously 
cast as the owner of the small jug. Alternatively, the editors suggest that Lebes could be an anthroponym, but I 
suppose that if someone were actually named “Cauldron,” the joke would simply be twofold.  
68 Compare the dipinto on an aryballos from Corinth, Wachter COR 18 (ca. 600): Αἰνέτα ἐμί. Μενέας, Θέρον, 
Μυρμίδας, Εὔδιϙος, Λυσανδρίδας, Χαρικλίδας, Δέξιλος, Ξένϝον Φρύξ. Wachter construes the first two words, 
which are next to a woman’s head on the vessel’s handle, as the speech of the figure, “I am Aineta (‘Praised’),” and 
identifies her as a hetaira, i.e., a woman at the symposium (cf. Gerleigner [2016] 179-80, Yatromanolakis [2016] 7-
20 on similar speaking figures in dipinti). The men’s names, all in the nominative, painted on the body of the vessel, 
are then reasonably interpreted as her admirers. This dipinto may play on the ownership-inscription, for a reader 
might initially interpret the syntax as “Ainetas’ (gen.) I am.” But which of the named men, if any, can claim Aineta 
as his own? 
69 Kwapisz (2016) 154-58 associates the Hellenization of the IE genre of the riddle with the symposium, where it 
developed in concert with epigram. Kwapisz focuses especially on the shared Ich-Rede of the two genres; the 
present epigram seems to offer evidence in support.  
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520-10) that was found in a tomb at Pontecagnano, near Poseidonia, on the west coast of Italy. 
Although the rhythm is trochaic, it is not a proper verse.70 
Παρμένοντός · ἐμι · καὶ Στρίνπονος · ἐμὲ · μεδὲς · ἀνκλετέτο· 
“Parmenon’s I am, and Strinpon’s. Let nobody steal me away.”71  
Once again, we find the ownership designation, although here two individuals claim the cup (on 
which, see below), followed by an injunction against theft. I am unsure why the emphatic 
pronoun, in clause-initial position, is employed. Perhaps it is a joke: something or someone else 
belonging to the pair has been or may be stolen? 
At the end of the Archaic period we find another variation on the theme, on the foot of an 
Attic Red Figure kylix found on the Acropolis of Xanthos in Lycia, where, in Ionic lettering, is 
incised a dactylic hexameter (CEG 465, ante ca. 470): 
Κιμμέριός με ἔκλεψε[ν], ἐπείτ’ ἔκπινέ μ’ ἄμυστιν. 
Again, the meaning and joke are not entirely clear. One possibility is that Kimmerios is the name 
of the thief, as in Kosmias’ epigram,72 and the cup’s owner is undeclared (unless Kimmerios 
sportingly asserts his ownership thus):73 “Kimmerios stole me, when he was drinking me down 
in one gulp.”74 Another possibility is to read ἔπειτ’ and the imperative: “Kimmerios stole me, 
                                                
70 The inscription scans as a decent tetrameter (with the caesura postponed to before the sixth princeps; cf. West 
(1982) 40 n. 29), except the verb at the end squeezes an extra trochee in before the closing cretic. Cf. Lazzarini 
(1984) 412. 
71 The single-dot interpuncts in the text are incised. See Arena (IGASMG ad loc.) for the possibility that “Strinpon” 
(otherwise unattested) is an Italic (Latin?) name, perhaps to be identified with the attested name Stremponius. Arena 
also discusses the assimilation seen in the spelling of the imperative verb and suggests that it reflects pronunciation.  
72 Cf. also the graffito on a black-glazed vessel dated to the late 5th or early 4th c. found at Panticapaeum (Tolstoi 
[1953] 151): Ἱκέσιος ἔκλεψε. (This is preferable to the alternative evidently adopted by Tolstoi, whose commentary I 
cannot read, Ἱκεσίο µ’ ἔκελψε.)  
73 The editors of LGPN 5a s.v. interpret Kimmerios as a person and actually identify him with the Ephesian who was 
one of the trierachs at Aigospotamoi, attested epigraphically in the Delphic dedication (ML 95e, cf. Paus. 10.9.9). 
But the Ephesian Kimmerios is much too late for an inscription dated ante ca. 470. The name is attested twice later 
(LGPN 1 (1) 4th c. Kamiros, (2) 3rd c. Tenos). 
74 Following Hansen ad loc., who claims that the imperfect is used metri causa. 
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therefore drink me down in one gulp!”75 With the first reading, the joke is made if the cup is 
received empty. With the second, the reader is exhorted to deprive the thief of the cup’s full 
contents. I prefer the latter syntax but do not rule out the first. 
Yet another possibility is to construe the first word as the ethnic adjective, “a Kimmerian,” in 
which case the joke is that since the (quasi-legendary) Kimmerians are pillaging you, the reader, 
should drink up. Such an ethnographic joke is very much at home in the symposium:76 compare, 
e.g. Archilochus fr. 216 W “and indeed I shall be called an ‘ally’ like a Carian,” (καὶ δὴ 
’πίκουρος ὥστε Κὰρ κεκλήσομαι), fr. 248 W “a Karpathian (introduced) his witness” 
(Καρπάθιος τὸν μάρτυρα [sc. ἐπηγάγετο, per Hesychius]).77  
Now that we have examined some key examples of sympotic epigrams dealing with 
ownership and theft, we return to our question posed at the outset: why inscribe such epigrams, 
what purpose did they serve?  
Bartoněk and Buchner, commenting upon the material from Pithekoussai, suggest that the 
claim of ownership is primitive and liken the practice to the habit of school children who, first 
learning to write, are proud to characterize an object as a possession.78 R. Scodel has 
perceptively observed that such ownership-inscriptions do not prevent theft but may discourage 
or reveal it.79 I would amend these suggestions with the consideration that, however basic the 
claim to ownership may be, it is a statement directed at an audience. If the preoccupation with 
                                                
75 The exhortation to drink is common in dipinti on cups, e.g., pine kai su, on a RF cup by Oltos, ca. 510 (Madrid, 
11.267, Beazley ARV 58, no. 53), which is painted retrograde above an image of two nude women reclining on 
cushions, one playing the aulos, the other extending a kylix to her companion with one hand and holding a cup in the 
other. See Lissarrague (1990) 59-67 for this and other examples.   
76 See Wachter (2001) 259 for examples of ethnics used as a personal name found in Greek vase inscriptions, two of 
which he interprets as names of hetairai, one as a hetaira’s suitor. 
77 The joke of 248 W is not clear. According to Hesychius, who quotes the line, it plays on a proverb, “a Karpathian 
(introduced) the hare.” The proverbial hare propagated and its offspring devastated crops and vines.  
78 Bartoněk and Buchner (1995) 139-40. 
79 Scodel (1992) 58. 
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theft aims not at its prevention but its revelation, we must consider the audience for this 
revelation.  
The recipients of these messages, as we have already suggested, are the participants at 
symposia. M. Węcowski, in a recent rich monograph focused upon the origin of what he calls 
“the Greek aristocratic banquet,” argues that the epigram on the Cup of Nestor is addressed to 
any and all potential guests at a symposium attended by the cup’s owner.80 In particular, he 
argues that one of the essential features of the symposium was the circulation of cups amongst 
the guests.81 This feature, he claims, gave rise to the habit of inscribing epigrams so that a 
symposiast would not lose track of his cup.  
I am in general persuaded by Węcowski’s interpretation, but I believe that he puts too much 
weight on what he identifies as the symposium’s principle of cup-circulation as an explanation 
for the ownership-epigram. As we have seen, similar kinds of epigrams were composed on 
vessels that did not circulate in this fashion: the aryballos of Tataie, the amphora of Kosmias, and 
the lekythos of Aristokleia all bear ownership inscriptions elaborated by, respectively, a 
statement about the blindness (illiteracy) of thieves, the statement that it has been stolen, some 
joke about ownership, perhaps with an erotic dimension.82 These epigrams do not really seem to 
serve a practical function of keeping straight whose cup is whose, which is Węcowski’s 
suggestion.  
As we have observed in the previous chapter, the habit of inscribing one’s name is 
fundamentally a socially connective one. The fact that these epigrams are laboriously carved in a 
                                                
80 Węcowski (2014) 127-39.  
81 Węcowski (2014) 85-97, 134-37 on the Cup of Nestor; cf. Weckowski (2017) 309-28. See Lissarrague (1990) on 
the interplay of poetry, iconography, and the physical manipulation of vessels at symposia. 
82 In this regard, we may add another vessel from Pithekoussai close in date to Nestor’s Cup (Bartoněk and Buchner 
no. 20, late 8th c. - 690), an oinochoe inscribed retrograde with a woman’s ownership inscription: Ἄμες ἐμι, 
“Am(m)e’s I am.” 
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durable medium shows that they have the same mnema function as, e.g., lapidary funerary 
epigrams. The tone of the mnema-message is clearly different in the context of drinking 
gatherings–playful, humorous, mock-aggressive–from that of a roadside gravestone. In principle, 
however, the function is the same.  
The ownership-inscription is primarily a vehicle of name-publication, whereas the property 
claim is secondary. Just so, Theognis’ ownership of his verses aimed at his naming (onomastos) 
more than his assertion of authorship. We may compare the phenomenon of makers and/or 
painters of pots signing their products,83 the earliest known example being a dipinto on a 
decorated krater from Pithekoussai (c. 700). “-inos made me.”84 Admittedly, not all artist-signed 
vessels were used for drinking, but most of the signed vessel types lent themselves to display.85 
In connection with the significance of writing suggested above for Theognis’ naming, it is worth 
considering that so-called painters’ signatures (so-and-so egraphse(n)) may refer not generally to 
painted decoration but in particular to the writing on the vessel that publicizes the name.86 
                                                
83 See Bolmarcich and Muskett (2017) on this habit and various interpretations of it.  
84 Bartoněk and Buchner (1995) no. 43. 
85 Bolmarcich and Muskett (2017) 161-63, studying the Attic material, much of which bears symposium-scenes.  
86 In Homer, the verb means ‘scratch,’ ‘graze,’ and at Il. 6.168-69 applies to writing semata lugra on a folded tablet; 
the meaning ‘paint’ is clearly secondary, but of uncertain antiquity (unambiguously first at Hdt. 2.41). When, 
therefore, a pot-painter such as Exekias paints on a pot a text that says he “made and egraphse(n) me,” it is 
impossible to determine whether the latter verb means ‘wrote’ or ‘painted.’ If the writing was considered to be part 
of the decoration, there may be no distinction intended: perhaps translate ‘drew.’ Cf. some of the early cup-
inscriptions from Hymettus that state that so-and-so egraphse, where the verb must refer to the writing itself: 
Langdon (1976) 46. Similar are some of the Archaic rupestral graffiti from the Attic countryside recently published 
by Langdon (2015) 49-58: e.g., no. 7 (retrograde, slope of Barako hill) Πολυόρο εἰμὶ γράμ(μ)ατα, μνε͂μα, νὲ Δία. 
“Polyoros’ letters I am, as a mnema, by Zeus.” In nos. 8 and 9 the verb grapho is used similarly, and Langdon 
(2015) 54 states that he has found forms of the verb or noun another 25 times on 20 different rocks. No. 6 may 
emphasize its written nature still further: Μελανθύρο ἶναι φεμὶ ταδὶ μνε͂μα hαιπολο͂ντος ἔγογε. αἰαῖ ὀ͂ παῖ, hός μ’ 
ἔτειρες. Langdon (2015) 57 suggests that in the final clause Melanthyros expresses vexation at his eromenos, but 
this does not easily follow the first-person verb of the first clause. Although the language does echo that of an 
erastes at the symposium, I believe that the joke depends on the reader’s interaction with the inscription. As Tueller 
(2008) 16-27 shows, by default in early epigram the first person refers to the object; if the speech (φεμὶ) were that of 
a passerby, then the clause with μ’ makes no sense. The last letter in fact looks more like ny than sigma, and I 
translate “I (sc. the rock/inscription) say that these (plural, sc. letters) are Melanthyros’, a mnema of a goat-tender. 
Alas, oh boy (= the reader), how (hος, i.e. ὡς) he (= Melanthyros) pained (sc. by writing) me (= the 
rock/inscription)!” For the address to an indefinite pais-reader, compare Agora 21 B2, incised on the rim of a red-
figured kylix (late 6th c.): παῖ, το͂ι Φαλά[νθοι] | ἄλος κα⟨ι⟩νὸς κλ[ιντε͂ρ]|ας φόρει, “Boy, ?to ?Phala[nthos] bring 
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Such preoccupations with memorialization may even be the target of a verse, presumably 
from a Doric sympotic poem, that became proverbial: μισέω μνάμονα συμπόταν “I hate a 
mnamon fellow-drinker” (PMG fr. adesp. 1002). The proverb’s basic meaning is “I hate a 
fellow-drinker who remembers what transpired while drinking.” But, since mnemones were 
magistrates responsible for keeping written records, the author of this verse may also have been 
skewering those who wrote down their names, as well as other things on their drinking vessels.87  
Indeed, a very early Corinthian cup-inscription may memorialize in a Doric-speaking context 
an entire group of males, perhaps fellow symposiasts. Two fragments from the side of a kotyle 
found in the Potter’s Quarter at Corinth are inscribed carefully with a series of male names, all in 
the nominative, separated by three- and four-slash interpuncts, in at least six rows divided by 
incised horizontal lines (720?-650?). A formal exception in the list of names may occur in line 6, 
τοι Μαλέϙο ⁞, “the sons(?) of Malekos,” but otherwise there seem to be at least another 13 
                                                                                                                                                       
other new c[ouche]s.” Although the exempli gratia restorations are debatable, we may compare, e.g., Anacreon 356a 
1-2 PMG, ἄγε δὴ φέρ’ ἡμὶν ὦ παῖ / κελέβην... (“Come bring us, o boy, a cup...”; cf. 396 PMG). See also the 
dipinto on the mouth of an aryballos by Phintias (spelt Philtias), after the signature: ὀ͂ παῖ καλέ (ARV2 25 no. 3[γ]), 
and the numerous vocative addresses to an indefinite pais in the Theognidea; on the indefinite pais, see further 3.3. 
For the ‘pained’ inscription, perhaps compare the “grieving message-stick” at Archil. 185.2 W; since, as we have 
seen, graphein denotes scratching, as of a wound (cf. Il. 17.599), and early inscriptions are anthropomorphized to 
the extent that they speak, the joke of the wounded object is explicable. See my discussion of Daskalaki (2010-13) 
179-86 at n. 158.     
87 Martial, at least, quotes the line (1.27.7) in warning to one Procillus who inappropriately “noted” or “put his 
signature to” a dinner-invitation offered while drunk (et non sobria verba subnotasti, 1.27.5). The rare verb connotes 
writing, often specifically the subscription of a name (OLD s.v. 1-2). At Plin. Ep. 1.10.9 (subnoto libellos) it refers 
to signing petitions; at Suet. Cal. 41.1 (nomina palam subnotarent) it denotes subscription of the names of those to 
whom money was lent in order to visit the imperial brothel; at Just. Dig. 42.5.15 (corpora instrumentorum ... 
subnotent sibi et quasi inuentarium faciant), again in the context of contracts, it means “jot down” or “tally” 
numbers and kinds of instrumenta; at CIL 12.4393.23 (manu Fadii Secundi subnotatum erat; Narbo, Antonine), it 
denotes a signature; at Sen. Ep. 108.30 (hoc subnotat), in a discussion of diverse reading practices, it describes how 
the philologus “notes” two kings of Rome with uncertain parentage (one is tempted to characterize this as 
marginalia). Finally, at Mart. 6.82.3 (cum uultu digitoque subnotasset, / ‘tune es, tune’ ait ‘ille Martialis, ...’), said 
of a stranger who recognized the poet Martial, we might translate “put a name to”: the figurative use is made clear 
by the ablative nouns (cf. Grewing [1997] ad loc., who also calls the verb unpoetic). Plu. Mor. 612c-d gives two 
interpretations for the origin of the proverb, which indicates that it had by then become dissociated from its original 
poem.  
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names in what survives.88 In section 3.4, below, we will consider similar examples that 
emphasize the principle of communality, but we here acknowledge that the memorialization of a 
name in this fashion is equally concerned with the individuality of each name.   
I suggest as well that all of the variations on the theme of theft–a natural corollary of the 
ownership-claim–must be interpreted as directed at the symposium-audience. Scodel’s idea of 
the inscribed name as a revealer of theft can be further refined: the purpose of the owner-
centered inscription is only achieved if someone other than the owner takes the vessel and reads 
it. Whereas I suggested that Theognis anticipates, even counts upon, the ‘theft’ of his verses, we 
must recognize that the humor or banter of these ownership inscriptions is only communicated if 
the vessel is, at least temporarily, stolen.89 
We may now return to Węcowski’s interpretation, for he offers the compelling suggestion 
that an inscription such as that on Tataie’s aryballos could have belonged to a sympotic context 
just as the cup-inscriptions.90 Indeed, the comment about theft would have no point in a domestic 
setting, and a perfume-container suits the symposium. If Tataie, for example, offered this 
perfume to other guests, the borrower–if literate–would read the cheeky epigram and return it 
with a laugh. The inscription presumes a social context in which this performance can occur.    
                                                
88 Corinth 15.3 no. 143, app. 1 no. 1: in the description of the vessel, the lines and letters are described as being 
incised pre-firing; in the epigraphical appendix the lines are described as post-firing; cf. LSAG 121 (both pre-firing); 
Boegehold (1974) 25 with n. 1 (both post-firing, as I understand him). The names appear upside-down with respect 
to the top of the vessel (Line numbers correspond to viewing the letters right side up). The dating of this inscription, 
as well as another (probably an ownership-tag) on a sherd found with one of the fragments (Corinth 15.3 no. 142, 
app. 1 no. 18), has been debated; but the excavator has argued that the early dating of the inscriptions may only be 
lowered if LG and EPC are re-dated entirely (Corinth 15.3 5-6).  
89 Cf. CEG 893 = 443a, inscribed on the foot of a skyphos (late 5th c.?): Κηφισοφῶντος ἡ κύλιξ· εἂν δέ τι|ς 
κατάξηι, / δράχμην ἀποτείσει | δῶρον ὂν παρὰ ?Ξεν⟨ο⟩ύχ⟨ο⟩|υ. “Kephisophon’s (is/am I) the kylix. But if 
anyone should break (it/me), he will pay a drachma, since (it/I) is/am a gift from (?)Xenouchos.” Here, the metrical 
ownership tag is elaborated by the indication of Kephisophon’s relationship with (?)Xenouchos. The penalty of a 
drachma for breaking it shows the value of the gift to the owner, and obviously Kephisophon intends their 
relationship to be publicized to anyone who reads the inscription. See further below, in text.   
90 Węcowski (2014) 131-32 n. 16, Węcowski (2017) 316-18. 
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Similarly, if I am correct about the interpretation of Aristokleia’s lekythos, a drinking 
gathering provides a suitable context for the creation (and reading) of such an epigram. The 
vessel playfully proclaims that Aristokleia belongs to it, just as she owns the vessel. Pithakos has 
either supposedly asked “whose girl is Aristokleia,” or perhaps, with the joke at Pithakos’ 
expense, he has asked for Aristokleia and, we infer, been rejected. We can only speculate 
whether Aristokleia or someone else inscribed this, whether it was her idea or that of another, but 
I find it unlikely that someone would go to the trouble of etching this epigram if it weren’t 
thought that it would be read by others. The symposium provides a suitable arena.  
Let us return to the amphora owned by Kosmias (or has it become Klitomias’?; LSAG 356 
no. 18). The vessel was presumably present at drinking gatherings, and the epigram admits of 
several jocular interpretations. If Kosmias hosted, the reader could infer that it was reclaimed by 
the owner. If Klitomias, the epigram brazenly declares the host a thief. Perhaps one of these men 
was responsible for the inscription, but equally it could have been added by yet another drinking-
companion. In any case, the two surely were members of the same circle of acquaintances, in 
which the epigram was intended to be read. 
A somewhat different category of sympotic writing, that of insult and aggression, may be 
introduced here. An early example is found on a cup dated to the third quarter of the seventh 
century, from a votive dump of the peak sanctuary of Zeus on Hymettus (Langdon no. 36; fig. 
12a-b): 
Ν̣ι[ϙό]δεμος (aut Μ̣[ενέ]δεμος?) Φ̣[ιλ]αιίδες καταπύγον. Λεό[φρα]δες [[ερι]]91  
The only certain word of the inscription is καταπύγον,92 but, aside from the noted lacunae, the 
inscription is preserved at the beginning and end.93 The proper name (Nikodemos or 
                                                
91 The surface of the cup has been rubbed away where the last three letters stand, seemingly an attempted erasure. 
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Menedemos?) is connected not with ownership but with insult, and one supposes that someone 
else wrote the inscription–perhaps Leophrades.  
It is possible that this and similar cups were used in drinking ceremonies that took place at 
the sanctuary,94 but they also could have been used on other occasions, prior to their dedication.95 
In either case, the vituperation is successful only if read by one’s fellow drinkers. One could 
imagine the object of the insult being present, perhaps reading the inscription himself, to his own 
dismay but to the amusement of his companions. Alternatively, the person who inscribed it may 
have intended for it to circulate amongst a group that did not include the accused. 
 I have suggested that the inscriptions so far considered serve a mnema-function, that 
ownership-tags are fundamentally socially connective. In the next section we will consider how 
the conception and even language of some of these inscriptions show that their authors imagined 
their texts as being read and re-read. Unlike rupestral graffiti of similar content, which rely on 
passersby for their audience, a cup is both durable and mobile: it can be circulated and 
recirculated at gatherings, given as a gift, or even dedicated to a deity.  
                                                                                                                                                       
92 The word, which strictly means “recipient of anal sex,” is difficult to translate because it can also be used as a 
general term of abuse; see Dover (1978) 113, 142-43. The word is common in Greek graffiti throughout the 
Mediterranean; the feminine katapugaina is also attested, Agora 21 C27, as is katapugon with women’s names: 
Milne and von Bothmer (1953) 215-24. See Williams (2014) 498-501 for an overview of such sexual insults in 
Greek and Latin graffiti. Langdon (2016) 83-104 publishes some new rupestral examples. Themos (2013) in his 
dissertation compiles a full corpus of Greek erotic graffiti (non vidi).  
93 The alleged delta of Ν̣ι[ϙό]δεμος or Μ̣[ενέ]δεμος looks more like the bottom of heta (two vertical strokes 
connected by a horizontal at bottom): the delta of Φ̣[ιλ]αιίδες is triangular and its bottom angles upward, whereas 
that of Λεό[φρα]δες (if correctly read) consists of an oblique stroke, as of alpha, gamma, or delta. I can see no trace 
of phi in Φ̣[ιλ]αιίδες and the other dotted letters could be variously restored. The identification of a Philaid as the 
object of vituperation is too insecure to permit speculation about the social situation here.  
94 Langdon (1976) 78 denies that they were used for ritual drinking, but the large number of burnt animal bones 
found in the dump indicates that sacrifice (77) and possibly feasting occurred at the sanctuary.  
95 As Langdon (1976) 46-47 well observes of these dedications, it is the alphabetic inscriptions themselves that were 
likely judged to be a suitable gift for the god, irrespective of their message. Those inscribed with dedications to 
Zeus, however, were presumably inscribed for that purpose. Cf. Corinth 18.6 no. 51, found in the sanctuary of 
Demeter and Kore, discussed above. See also the owners’ graffiti on cups from the temple at Kalapodi: Palme-
Koufa (1996) no. 38 Κελονία ἐμί. (skyphos, dated 625-600) and no. 39 ] Ἀ̣κυίλα ἐμί. (kotyle, dated 575-50). Neither 
name is attested elsewhere. The early (8th and 7th c.) graffiti on cups from the sanctuary at Kommos are 
comparable: see Kommos 4. 
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Although we have thus far spoken of the context for these inscriptions as sympotic, it must 
be understood that this is not a one-time event or occasion. Scholars have tended to emphasize 
the intimacy, privacy, and exclusivity of ‘the symposium.’96 But we must not imagine a closed or 
too restricted environment, for this would be at odds with re-circulation. If the sentiments 
expressed in these texts were not intended to be publicized, one wonders why they were written 
down on durable vessels that were designed for practical use. 
We will return to the issue of defining ‘the symposium,’ but we may note here that the habit 
under consideration involves women, such as Tataie and Aristokleia, as well as men. Of course, 
we cannot know who was actually responsible for commissioning, writing, or reading these 
inscriptions, but so far as the epigrams indicate, women were notionally included. As we 
consider other inscriptions in the subsequent sections, we will have occasion to observe further 
examples of this sort of diversity. We will explore the social implications later in this chapter. 
3.3 Writing for the Future at the Symposium  
In the previous section we made mention of Węcowski’s conjecture that epigrams such as 
Nestor’s are directed at future readers, but this requires some further argument. G. Danek had 
already explored the possibility that Nestor’s epigram was not anchored to a particular occasion 
but was meant to be re-read, yet he ultimately rejected this idea as incompatible with what he 
identified in the epigram as oral, hic et nunc features, such as the deictic pronouns or the deictic 
adverb nun in the Dipylon epigram (on which, see below).97 B. Powell even suggested that 
Nestor’s poem is a transcription of actual utterances that were delivered on a real occasion–
symposiastic skolia spoken in succession by two or three symposiasts, each “capping” the 
                                                
96 See Chapter 1 nn. 6, 9, 17, 18, and n. 166, below. 
97 Danek (1995) 37-44. 
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previous utterance.98 Such an interpretation assumes that such texts are essentially tied to an 
“original” utterance, that the inscription merely fixes it in written form. 
But, as Powell himself remarks, the first line on Nestor’s cup betrays an awareness of the 
habit of inscribing the owner’s name on a cup. Indeed, the line is an elegant example of that habit 
and could only exist in a written epigrammatic context. This is not to deny that there may have 
been an occasion on which a group of symposiasts “orally composed” the line and the 
hexameters that follow it. What I stress, however, is that this composition cannot be dissociated 
from its written form, for the very thought of the poem entails its writing down such that the 
utterance is not ephemeral and occasional but may be read and re-read. Analogously, we 
acknowledge that names were orally uttered, but nobody, I trust, would argue that cup-
inscriptions such as Φιλίονος ἐμι (cited above, 3.2) reflect an ‘oral tradition of onomastic 
ownership-pronouncements.’99 
 I argue that a recurrent feature of these epigrams reveals that they are intentionally 
orientated to future readers, that they are not mere transcripts. Sometimes the reader is even 
explicitly addressed in the text. This evidence, I believe, outweighs that of the deictic words, 
which, in any case, need not point to an “original” hic et nunc.100  
It will be convenient first to remind the reader of Nestor’s and Tataie’s epigrams (see above, 3.2, 
for references and matters of text): 
Νέστορος : ἐ[μ]ί : εὔποτ[ον] : ποτέριον· | 
hὸς δ’ ἂν το͂δε πίεσι : ποτερί[ο] : αὐτίκα κε͂νον vac. (ca. 3) {ν.} | 
                                                
98 Powell (1991) 165-66. Day (2010) 73 (with literature at nn. 190-91) summarizes the debate concerning the 
context(s) in which Nestor’s Cup and the Dipylon oinochoe would have been inscribed.   
99 See Burzachechi (1962) 3-54 and now Wachter (2010) 250-60 on the ‘speaking-object’ epigram. 
100 For a recent, nuanced discussion of such hic et nunc features in sympotic poetry with particular reference to 
singing such poetry with cup in hand, see Gagné (2016) 207-29. 
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hίμερος hαιρέσει : καλλιστε[φά]νο : Ἀφροδίτες. 
“Nestor’s I am, a cup good to drink from. And whoever drinks from this cup, straightaway desire 
of beautiful-crowned Aphrodite shall seize that one.”  
Ταταίες ἐμὶ λέϙυθος· hὸς δ’ ἂν με κλέφσει, θυφλὸς ἔσται  
“Tataie’s lekythos I am. And whoever steals me will be blind.” 
Another, very fragmentary, early inscription merits mention alongside these. It is inscribed 
retrograde in Eretrian script upon a Rhodian kotyle (SEG 41.866), found in a rescue excavation 
at Eretria and dated somewhat earlier than Nestor’s, ca. 735-25 (fig. 13; cf. fig. 11a-c): 
[vac.?].οθυμοκα[  
[vac.?]hὲ δ’ ἂν το[  
[ca. 2?]μαλ.[  
The editors note that it has several features in common with Nestor’s Cup: both are Rhodian 
imports and similar in form to one another, both are inscribed with an entirely retrograde 
graffito, in three lines.101 Unlike Nestor’s Cup, this one was found in an inhabited area. As for 
the inscription, the second line may represent the start of a hexameter, and the letters of the third 
line may represent the second syllable of a third verse. The first line may be iambic, beginning 
with the article ho or to, followed by the owner’s name, perhaps that of Thymokrates.102  
Most importantly for our present purposes, observe the conditional of the second line/verse: 
“and whoever (feminine) [...] th[is] [...],” which exactly matches Nestor’s and Tataie’s 
inscription, excepting the gender of the pronoun (cf. remarks above, 3.2, on Tataie and 
Aristokleia). The similarities are too numerous to ignore. 
                                                
101 Johnston and Andriomenou (1989) 218. Compare the similar graffiti from cups at Eretria cited at 217 n. 2.  
102 Johnston and Andriomenou (1989) 219-20; cf. Bartoněk and Buchner (1995) 190-92, no. B1, for other suggested 
reconstructions (including the possibility that the first line was a dactylic hexameter), and West (1994) 12, whose 
supplement θυμοκά[τοχον, “spell for restraining anger,” I find unlikely. 
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We consider next another early pot-inscription–indeed, the earliest Greek inscription we 
possess–whose nature is somewhat different from those so far canvassed. This is the Dipylon 
oinochoe, found in 1871 at the Dipylon gate in Athens (presumably in a grave) in an illegal 
excavation, whose neck is painted with a bird and deer, and on whose shoulder is inscribed 
retrograde a dactylic hexameter, followed by a few more letters of debated meaning (CEG 432, 
ca. 740; fig. 14a-b): 
hὸς νῦν ὀρχεστο͂ν πάντον ἀταλότατα παίζει, 
το͂ τόδε κλΙμιν vacat. 
“Whoever now of all dancers plays most friskily, his (is/will be) this...”103 
Many explanations for the seventh dactyl and the letters that follow it have been offered, but I 
am inclined to accept the view of Jeffery and Powell that the last characters represent the 
beginning of a stoichos (part of an abecedarium), with false starts of both mu and nu: 
κλ{μ}μ{ν}ν.104 Less certain is whether or not these letters were inscribed by a second hand or 
not, an issue we shall address below. What should be remarked here, however, is that the relative 
pronoun once again introduces an indefinite subject.105 
Four, possibly five, of our oldest epigrams have an expression along the lines “whoever 
(now)...,” Tataie’s, Nestor’s, the cup from Eretria, the Dipylon oinochoe, possibly 
Hakesandros’.106 To take the example of Nestor’s cup, the protasis expresses a future 
(prospective) condition, the verb in the subjunctive with the modal particle (hὸς δ’ ἂν το͂δε 
                                                
103 Literally, “whoever ... behaves as a pais, of that one...”; the precise meaning of the (superlative) adjective is 
uncertain, but it seems to have a connection with childish behavior or child-play: see Powell (1988) 75-76 n. 30.  
104 LSAG 401, Powell (1988) 65-82, with a summary of other readings and interpretations, who reads κ{μ}μ{ν}ν (no 
lambda). Jeffery brackets the second version of each letter, but it makes more sense to bracket–if anything–the first 
attempts, which were aborted. For a recent reappraisal, see Binek (2017) 423-42, discussed below, 3.4. 
105 For the equivalence of the simple rel. pr. to the indefinite rel. (with tis, ti), see LSJ s.v. B III 2b. The mood of the 
verb makes this clear. Threatte GAI II 450-51 argues that παίζει is indicative, but see Hansen ad loc.  
106 Cf. Pavese (1996) 13-15. 
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πίεσι), while the apodosis has the verb in future tense (“desire will seize”). The open “whoever” 
refers to any and all readers of the epigram. The logic of such an expression depends on the 
writer’s recognition that his words can be read and re-read. We may note with interest that Latin 
graffiti too employ inordinately often clauses that begin si quis or quisquis.107   
Consider two similar examples of somewhat later date: CEG 893 = 443a, a partially metrical 
graffito,108 is inscribed in Ionic script on the foot of a now-lost skyphos of unknown provenance. 
E. Vanderpool dated it to the late 5th century, but the evidence is ambiguous and it could be as 
early as ca. 600-550:109  
Κηφισοφῶντος ἡ κύλιξ· εἂν δέ τι|ς κατάξηι,  
δράχμην ἀποτείσει | δῶρον ὂν παρὰ ?Ξεν⟨ο⟩ύχ⟨ο⟩|υ.110  
“Kephisophon’s (is/am I) the kylix. But if anyone should break (it/me), he will pay a drachma, 
since (it/I) is/am a gift from (?)Xenouchos.”  
Here again we find the familiar claim of ownership (on which, see n. 89), and it is elaborated by 
a ‘future more vivid’ condition with an indefinite subject.  
A slightly different syntax (‘future less vivid’) is found in FH 177g (ca. 475-40?111), an 
unmetrical graffito on a cup-sherd of unknown provenance:112  
                                                
107 Wachter (1998) 75-79. E.g., CIL 4.4659 quisquis amat pereat ..., 4.4663 quisquis amat perea[ , 4.5186 quisquis 
amat per[ , 4.1824 quisquis amat veniat ..., 6892 quisquis amat nigra(m).... Wachter is concerned to show that such 
recurrent phrases are indicative of “oral poetry.” But surely the fact that they are all written is relevant in this regard, 
and it is probably better to characterize them as members of a shared poetic tradition: cf. his observation (79) that 
some of these graffiti predate the Augustan poets, the implication being that Ovid et al. made use of “Volkspoesie.”  
108 Hansen designates the beginning as an iambic tetrameter catalectic; the latter part of the inscription may also be 
metrical, but the last word is uncertain. 
109 Vanderpool (1967) 187-89: the vessel is known only from a drawing by Col. W. M. Leake, which Vanderpool 
identifies as a Corinthian skyphos whose proportions should date to the first half of the 6th c. Vanderpool, however, 
suggesting that the drawing was imprecise, argues for the later date on the grounds that the script is Ionic and 
because of his assumption that the writer was from Attica. That assumption is based only on Leake’s remark that the 
vessel was in Fauvel’s museum in Athens, much–but not all–of whose material was collected from Attica. The 
inscription could be older if by a writer from somewhere where Ionic was originally used: the object could have 
been found outside Attica or the writer could have been a foreigner in Attica.   
110 Perhaps read Ξενύλ[ο]|υ.: see Hansen ad loc. for other interpretations. 
111 Thus Threatte GAI II 468. 
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Μελανθίο εἰμι· hός τις ἄλλος113 | εἴπαι,114 φσορόιη.  
“Melanthios’ I am; whoever should say otherwise, may he suffer mange.”  
Here, the claim of ownership is reinforced by an imprecation against the indefinite “whoever” 
who would dare to gainsay Melanthios.115  
I have already introduced an example of the insulting or threatening cup-inscription (the 
katapygon-cup from Hymettus, Langdon no. 36). Others of a similar nature aim at an indefinite, 
or open target. The earliest preserved example from the Athenian Agora is instructive. It is 
inscribed on a cup dated 675-650 (Agora 21 C1): μίσετος hο πα[ῖς –?–] “the b[oy] (is) slutty.” 
The slur is attested in sympotic poetry, specifically the iambos of Archilochus (fr. 206 W, περὶ 
σφυρὸν παχεῖα, μισήτη γυνή, “thick about the ankle, a slutty woman,” and possibly 297 W).116 
It is not unreasonable to conjecture that the cup-graffito belongs to the symposium as well. Much 
like the ubiquitous indefinite “whoever,” here it is an indefinite pais who is made the object of 
vituperation.  
                                                                                                                                                       
112 The lettering and forms are consistent with Attic; the object is reportedly in a private collection in Athens. 
113 I.e., ἄλλως in conventional orthography. 
114 Threatte GAI II 468 interprets the form as optative, an early example of borrowing from the sigmatic first aorist. 
115 Note that Aristophanes in his Heroes lists this verb (“suffer mange”) as one of the afflictions that thieves are to 
suffer: PCG fr. 322.9. 
116 See the testimonia ad 206 W for the meaning and accentuation of the word, as distinct from that accented on the 
ultima (which means “hateful”); the adjective(s) have the same etymology: Chantraine, Beakes s.v. μισέω. For my 
translation, “slutty,” cf. the glosses of ps.-Ammon. 322, τὴν καταφερῆ πρὸς συνουσίαν, and Eust. in Hom. 1651.1, 
τὴν κοινὴν καὶ ῥᾳδίαν; LSJ Suppl. s.v. prefer “lecherous, promiscuous,” but these lack all bite. West (1976) 135 
denies the grammarians’ identification of the word at 206 and prints the word oxytone in both fragments, translating 
206 “fat about the ankle, a revolting woman.” But he cites no support for interpreting the (oxytone) adjective as 
“revolting”; the grammarians may well have had the fragment’s context.   
Fr. 297 W reads κατ’ οἶκον ἐστρωφᾶτο μισητὸς βάβαξ, “throughout the house was roaming a μισητὸς βάβαξ.” 
The noun βάβαξ is explained by the ancient etymologists (see testimonia ad 297 W) as meaning “chatterer,” 
(λάλος, φλύαρος), but compare βαβάκτης, which is glossed as “dancer, chatterer, crazy, full of Bacchic frenzy” 
(ὀρχηστής, λάλος, μανιώδης, βακχευτής, Et. Magn. 184.45), with a reference to a reveler of Pan (Cratin. fr. 359). 
Cf. Hsch. 8998 Latte, βάβαξ· μάταιος, λάλος, φλύαρος (Archil. fr 297 W). ἐνθουσιῶν. ἀναιδής. Orion (etym. col. 
37.4 Sturz, the primary source of fr. 297 W) or his source was uncertain about the meaning of the adjective, for the 
gloss δυσμενής has replaced it in his citation. Accordingly, I suspect that in fr. 297 W the noun means something 
like “drunken reveler,” (in origin, the word will relate to inarticulate noise-making: Yatromanolakis [2016] 25-26) 
and the adjective should be read as μίσητος (assuming the accent alleged by the grammarians is correct): 
“throughout the house kept roaming a/the slutty drunken reveler,” which suits an iambic poem in a sympotic context 
far better than West’s “hateful chatterer.” (Alternatively, the verb could be interpreted as *καταστρωφάω (in 
tmesis): “...kept destroying/overturning the house.”) 
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I suggest that the inscriber of such an open-ended insult is taking advantage of the medium: 
knowing that the cup will circulate at drinking parties and be used on multiple occasions, the 
author allows the reader to identify the subject of the inscription with any pais. We may compare 
the examples of kalos inscriptions and, more commonly, dipinti in which the adjective is applied 
to a generic pais (kalos ho pais). Such cases are evidently related to–yet are significantly 
different from–the examples in which the adjective accompanies a personal name.117 The generic 
pais may be referred by different reader-viewers, on different occasions, to any kalos pais.118 
What I have identified in the Agora inscription as an open-ended insult that betrays the 
writer’s awareness that his inscription may be read and re-read on various occasions is 
corroborated by a later, more complex example from Sicily. IGASMG II2 120 (SEG 35.1009, 
IGDS 167, Herbessos, Montagna di Marzo, near Gela, beginning of the 5th c.) is inscribed 
orthograde in a spiral on the inside of an Attic black-glazed kylix. It does not appear to be 
metrical: 
τοῦτον τὸν σϙύφον Πόρϙος ἀποδίδοτι ἐς τὸν θίασον το͂ν π[2-3]ν· | αἰ δ’ ἐφίλε Φρύναν, οὐκ 
ἄλλος κ’ ἆγε. hο δὲ γράπσας τὸν ἀν|νέμο<ν>τα πυγίξει. 
“This skyphos Porkos / a swine returns to the thiasos of [drinkers or kinsmen]119. If he kissed 
Phryna / a toad, he would take120 her away no differently (sc. than he took the cup away; or 
                                                
117 Dover (1978) 114-21 canvasses the varieties of kalos-inscriptions and concludes that there is no uniform 
explanation for all examples. Cf. Snodgrass (2000) 23-24. See Mannack (2016) and Hedreen (2016) for recent 
studies, the latter criticizing the assumption that kale-tags all refer to (real) hetairai.   
118 See Slater (1999) 143-61, who argues that kalos-inscriptions/dipinti have a communicative function and serve as 
scripts for future performances. He suggests (158 n. 2) that the generic ho pais (in dipinti) may have been a ‘budget’ 
version of the form with a specific name, but I think that the early graffito-insult adduced above shows that it could 
have been an independent form. Cf. Lissarague (1999) 365-71, who well argues that the generic pais allows the 
user/reader to apply it as he likes; he suggests (370), however, that this is a development from what began as an 
aristocratic practice, with specific aristocrats named as kalos. Yatromanolakis (2016) 34-35 with n. 234 suggests that 
such inscriptions may refer to a pais kalos genre, like many of the addresses to an anonymous pais in the 
Theognidea. We shall return to this issue in section 3.6.  
119 π[αο͂]ν IGASMG, π[οτο͂]ν ed. pr., π[οτᾶ]ν IGDS. 
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nobody else would take her away, sc. just as nobody else wanted to take the cup).121 But the one 
who wrote (sc. this inscription) will butt-fuck the reader.122”  
I interpret the scenario presented by the inscription as follows.123 Porkos, who is perhaps the 
writer, has taken from the thiasos (i.e., a drinking party) this ‘skyphos.’ “Porkos” is probably a 
nickname, the word borrowed from Sicel or Italic,124 and in the context of a symposium it will 
connote “a swine,” someone who becomes belligerent and rowdy as a result of excessive 
drinking (cf. above on Choirasos at Corinth).125 Here, the swine has stolen a ‘skyphos,’ which is 
                                                                                                                                                       
120 Masson and Taillardat (1985) 140 interpret the verb of the protasis as present tense (δὲ φίλε) and construe allos 
as the subject of the apodosis: “s’il aime Phryna, personne d’autre ne l’emmènera (?).” Dubois (IGDS) also 
understands the verb of the protasis as present indicative and analyzes the apodosis as the subjunctive with the 
modal particle functioning as an emphatic future. In that case, both verbs would be spelled without the expected 
final iota. The archaic subjunctive (without iota) is preserved in other dialects (see Buck §149) but not well attested 
in Doric; IGDS 20.4 may offer support for it in Doric, but its interpretation is uncertain. But the spelling of the two 
verbs here favors interpreting both as imperfect indicative (the contraction of vowels produced in ἐφίλε is spelt as at 
IGASMG II 3, as in early Attic inscriptions), and this yields a present contrary to fact conditional. For the meaning 
of ἆγε, compare Kosmias’ epigram, above. 
121 Previous editors read ἄλλος and interpret as nom. masc. sg.; alternatively, with the first translation I offer, we 
may instead read the adverb, perhaps to be printed with the Doric accentuation alleged by Ap. Disc. Adv. 175.13 
(ἀλλο͂ς). My second translation is similar to that adopted by Willi (2008) 40 n. 55: “Wenn er Phrynas geküsst hätte, 
hätte kein anderer [ihn] mitgenommen!” Cf. Manganaro (1999) 19: “Se egli desiderava Phryna, nessun altro se la 
sarebbe portata.” 
122 Dubois (IGDS ad loc.) well adduces CEG 108.2 (Eretria, ca. 450?) and Epicharmus PCG 232 for this meaning of 
the participle (cf. ad CEG 108).  
123 Svenbro (1993) 189-91 reads the verbs of the second sentence as described above (n. 120), and offers an 
implausible interpretation with which the aprosdoketon jars.  
124 Dubois (IGDS ad loc.) reviews the relevant evidence. In Alcman PMGF 1.19 Porkos is a divinity (according to 
Page [1951] 39, he is a primitive Laconinan sea-god whose name is connected with πόρκος, a kind of fish-trap)–
note that Wachter reads this divinity’s name on COR 106 (column krater from Neapolis, ca. 570), Πόρϙ[ος], but 
this is uncertain; the noun πόρκος occurs in comedy, so it may have yielded a comic sobriquet; the name here may 
be derivative of Italic porcus: Willi (2008) 40 n. 55 suggests it may have a Sicilian origin. Dubois doubts such a 
derivation “in a strictly Greek text,” but Epicharmus (contemporary with our inscription) and Sophron both employ 
Italic or Sicel vocabulary and forms in otherwise Greek poetry (see Cassio [2002] 54, 67-69), so it seems possible to 
interpret the name here as a nickname. As for the connotation of porcus, Adams (1982) 82 notes Varro’s testimony 
(Rust. 2.4.10) that women use it in reference to the pudenda of virgines, but here the word probably refers to a 
belligerent drunk (see next note). 
125 Cf. Epicharmus PCG 146 † ἐκ μὲν θυσίας θοίνα / ἐκ δὲ θοίνας πόσις ἐγένετο. (B.) χαρίεν, ὥς γ’ ἐμοὶ ⏑‒ / (A.) 
ἐκ δὲ πόσιος κῶμος, ἐκ κώμου δ’ ἐγένεθ’ ὑανία, ἐκ δ’ ὑανίας δίκα... “From the sacrifice came the feast, and from 
the feast the drinking. (B.) A beautiful thing, (it seems) to me. (A.) But from the drinking came the komos, and from 
the komos the swinishness, and from the swinishness came the lawsuit....” Epicharmus, active in Syracuse but with 
several Sicilian cities alleged as his birthplace, is a contemporary of our cup-inscriber. It is possible that such 
“swinish” behavior has a sexual dimension. At Xen. Mem. 1.2.30 Socrates likens Critias’ desire for Euthydemus to a 
pig’s desire to scratch himself against rocks.   
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actually a kylix.126 Editors note that the use of this word to designate a kylix is unparalleled. In 
fact, it may be part of the joke: a skyphos is a humble cup (“esp. used by peasants,” state LSJ 
s.v.).127 Porkos thus claims to return an object of little value that he stole. This is a quite 
elaborate development of the theme of ownership and theft. 
He continues with an analogy that may be interpreted either of two ways. (1) if he were to 
kiss Phryna (like he “kissed” the cup) he would take her away in the same way (casually, and 
return her to the group); or (2) if he were to kiss her, no other drinking companion would want 
(or dare?) to take her away, just as nobody else would have wanted to take the cup he drank 
from. With either interpretation, Phryna (“toad”) is probably a nickname for a woman of the 
symposium (later termed a hetaira), whether a real person or a generic term.128 Finally, the 
aprosdoketon. Whereas the worthless cup and toad-woman are returned to the drinking group 
intact, the reader, the writer threatens, will not fare so well. 
While the Attic example cited above consisted of an open-ended insult, here we find an open-
ended threat. Any reader of the cup will suffer. This suggests that the writer exploits his medium 
to reach audiences whom he may not know or envisage. As Adams has observed of similar 
threatening sexual graffiti written in Latin, the tone is likely to be one of humorous aggression, 
not that of a genuine threat,129 and this is just what is expected at symposiastic gatherings such as 
Porkos’ thiasos. Note once again the orientation to the future: πυγίξει.  
                                                
126 Previous commentators, with the exception of Manganaro (1999) 19 (“restituisce”), seem to miss the fact that the 
verb means “give back, return,” which implies that it was taken. 
127 Lazzarini (1973-74) 355-56 notes that this is the only example of a kylix designated in its inscription as a 
skyphos, whereas what would commonly be called a skyphos is often designated in inscriptions as a kylix (353-54). 
In both cases, the mismatch between name and object probably conveys some humor.  
128 Cf. Ar. Ec. 1100-1, Ath. 13.585b, 590d-91f for hetairai with this name. 
129 Adams (1982) 124-25 on pedico (e.g. CIL 4.2360 pedicatur qui leget...), 128-30 on irrumatio, 131 on fello, and 
esp. 133-34: “a threat to inflict a sexual violation is more likely to be taken seriously by an intimate of the speaker 
than by an enemy or a stranger.”  
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 Moreover, the narrative that precedes the threat could be interpreted as referring to a specific 
event that transpired in connection with this cup (a historical Porkos took it, etc.; cf. above on hic 
et nunc features), but its variation of the trope of cup-theft and use of what are likely nicknames–
Swine and Toad–permit its re-reading on multiple occasions. Note that these are not mutually 
exclusive possibilities. There may have been an “original” Porkos who actually took the cup and 
returned it. But the inscription might have been read long after such an event, in which case the 
nicknames could be reapplied ad lib. to suit the new context; members of the thiasos may have 
taken turns bringing the cup to each new gathering, each member then adopting the role of the 
swinish cup-thief. One could even reassign the role of the “writer,” whom a reader may or may 
not have identified with Porkos, for part of the sport of the final sentence probably lies in 
uncovering the identity of the writer. In any case, the ‘joke’ of the aprosdoketon is only achieved 
if the cup recirculates among the thiasos of drinking companions (we shall further consider this 
dynamic in the next section). If read aloud (as scholars suppose reading was done), the humor at 
the expense of the hapless reader is all the more effective. 
Two graffiti from the Athenian Agora may take up such play with multiple speaking roles, as 
in a dialogue. Agora 21 C18 (ca. 475-50), is inscribed on the underside of a small lekane:  
Σοσίας καταπύγον | hός φησιν hο γράφσας.130  
The first line is incised around the center, the second around the edge. Lang (ad loc.) translates 
the second line as “Thus says the writer” (interpreting hός as the adverb). But perhaps one could 
punctuate hός φησιν; and read a mini dialogue: “Sosias (is) a katapygon. Who says (so)? The one 
who wrote (this/me).” In either case, the writer is anonymous, and, as in Porkos’ inscription, the 
reader inevitably wonders, perhaps aloud to his comrades, “Who wrote this?” 
                                                
130 See Threatte GAI I 42-44 for the inconsistent use of H in inscriptions at this date. 
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Compare another graffito, inscribed on the bottom of a Corinthian skyphos from a pit near 
the Royal Stoa in the Agora, Rotroff-Oakley no. 148 (ca. 475-50), which they print as follows: 
Σικέλε καλέ ΤΟΙ δοκεῖ το͂ι μοιχο͂ι.  
As Rotroff-Oakley point out (ad loc.) τοι could be the enclitic or the dative of the indefinite 
pronoun.131 I believe that it is actually the interrogative pronoun (το͂ι): “Sikele (or a/the Sicilian) 
is beautiful. To whom does she seem (beautiful)? To the adulterer.” The dative of this pronoun is 
attested otherwise in a dialogic sympotic context in several dipinti associated with figures 
playing kottabos. For example, on the shoulder of a Hydria in Munich (ARV2 23 no. 7, Phintias, 
ca. 520, Munich no. 2421; fig. 15a-b), two reclining women, their breasts bared, each hold a cup 
by one handle; the woman at left looks back at the other, and from her mouth comes the dipinto 
το͂ι τενδί “For whom (do I throw) these (lees)?” Behind her comrade is painted the answer: 
Εὐθυμίδει “For Euthymides,” and painted around the extended foot of the woman at left, framing 
the scene with, and evidently modifying, “Euthymides,” is the adjective καλο͂ι.132 Returning to 
the skyphos, we may note again the play with roles: Who is “the adulter”? Who wrote the 
graffito? Who is Sikele–or is it a vague Sicilian anywoman? The roles are open to recasting.  
Compare a cup from Martino in eastern Lokris, which bears two inscriptions near the lip, on 
either side of the vessel (after IG IX2 1862, beginning of 5th c.): 
I. Φιλίστα καλά, πάμπαν καλά· | 
                                                
131 The indefinite pronoun would function similarly, with two different speakers: “Sikele seems beautiful to 
someone. (Yes), to the adulterer.” Cf. the dipinto (in the field of a red-figure oinochoe depicting a warrior, ARV2 308 
no. 3) Λυσέας καλός. ναιχὶ δοκεῖ τοι and, retrograde, καλός “Lyseas is beautiful. Yes, he seems to someone–
beautiful” (On the groundline, again, Λυσέας καλός, and, from the mouth of the figure, παπαῖ). But, for the enclitic 
(which could also work for Lyseas’), cf. SEG 39.459, two nearly identical graffiti on an exaleiptron (unknown 
findspot, but Boiotian script, ca. 550-25): a), in a circle on the underside of the lid, Πολυτιμίδας καλός· πάνχυ τοε 
καλός “Polytimidas (is) beautiful. Indeed, absolutely beautiful.” b), on the rim onto which the lid fits, has nearly the 
same text but adds a word to the end, καλό⟨ς⟩ ναέ, “beautiful, yes.” The enclitic in Sikele’s is harder to accept, for 
this would not be its natural place in the sentence (“Sikele seems sure beautiful to the adulterer”). If the enclitic is 
accepted, however, we should note that this particle implies an audience, “let me tell you” (Denniston GP 537), and 
the interesting doubling of the text in the Boiotian example multiplies the speakers even further.    
132 See Csapo and Miller (1991) 367-82 for this example, its interpretation, and parallel examples. 
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τ{ε}ο͂ι δοκε͂; Καβύλαι. 
II. Κλεογένεος. 
“Philista (is) beautiful, absolutely beautiful.  
To whom does she seem? To Kabulas.  
Kleogenes’.” 
As the editor (ad loc.) notes, the letters of the second line are smaller than those of the first (in 
fact, they start smaller and become larger, whereas those of the first line are uniform), and he 
suggests that inscriptions I. and II. were inscribed by different hands. However many inscribers 
there were, the layout of I. in two lines may offer some support for my intepretation of τ{ε}ο͂ι.133 
Although the form of the second name is debated, whether Kabulas (masculine, dative), Kabula 
(feminine, nominative) or Kabula (feminine, dative), we find three personal names on the cup.134 
One of these, Kleogenes, designated as the owner, may be understood to have written his name, 
but who is/are responsible for the other inscription?  
Such play is found in a vituperative joke incised (or painted?) around a vessel that may be an 
exaleiptron (an ointment-container); no provenance or adequate description of the vessel is 
available, but it was dated ca. 550 by the anonymous author of its art-market advertisement. 
Wachter INC 2: 
 καταπύγον hο ποιέσας καὶ hο φέρον 
“The one who made (me)–and the one who takes (me)–(is) a katapygon.” 
The inscription plays with the habit of potters and painters inscribing or painting their signatures 
on vessels.135 If the potter actually wrote this, it may have been intended as a joke for whoever 
                                                
133 As with the Sikele graffito, various proposals have been made for the interpretation of τεοι: see the commentary 
ad IG IX2 1862. 
134 See IG IX2 1862 for discussion and literature. 
135 Cf. Yatromanolakis (2016) 39-41 on examples of ‘nonsense’ dipinti that play on the maker-tag formula. 
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purchased the vessel.136 Alternatively, it could have been inscribed by an owner, aping the 
potter-signature habit. In either case, it also exploits the theme of theft. The sense of the 
participle φέρον is ambiguous: it can mean “rob,” “plunder” (LSJ s.v. VI 2), and this is 
paralleled in another graffito;137 but it can equally mean “bear,” “carry” and apply to anyone who 
handles or uses the vessel.138 Interestingly, there is no name in the inscription, no owner. Both 
“the maker” and “the taker” are indefinite. Once again, the diction is open-ended, showing the 
writer’s awareness that his insult can be read and re-read in future.  
To recapitulate: the very earliest surviving material shows a remarkable pattern consisting of 
an orientation to the future that is addressed to an open, indefinite reader. Such diction presumes 
that the vessel and inscription will circulate and re-circulate at various and different occasions. 
This is congruent with the rather laborious act of inscription itself: Nestor’s cup (cf. the similar 
one from Eretria) is written in a careful hand, with punctuation, its verse-division coinciding with 
line-division. This is not an idle creation, but one that anticipates and accommodates its readers.  
                                                
136 It is not clear whether it was inscribed (or painted; Wachter does not state) pre- or post-firing, but Wachter ad loc. 
ascribes it to the potter.  
137 Agora 21 C 19 (ca. 475-50) has three graffiti scattered around the vessel: Πυθόδορος καλό[ς –?–], Ἀλ{λ}καῖος 
καλὸς τὸ δοκεῖ Μελιτι, and μὲ φέρε. The last is clearly “don’t take (me)” (cf. n. 179 for the second graffito). Note 
that this example interestingly may include a female name, Melis (thus Lang, Agora 21 11, who prints Μέλιτι ad 
loc.), but the name could be of either gender, e.g.: LGPN 1 Μελις (Thasos, 4th c.): daughter of Theokles; LGPN 1 
Μέλις (Thasos, imp.): ?son of Euthykrates and Zosime; LGPN 1 Μελίς (Thasos, hellenistic): daughter of 
Amphiptolemos; LGPN 3a Μέλις 1 (Epidauros, ca. 370): a (presumably male) messenger. 
138 Wachter ad loc. translates the participle “the one who brought it as a gift,” but this seems an unlikely 
interpretation without a verb of giving or an expressed recipient. Cf. Il. 7.219, etc., Αἴας δ’ ἐγγύθεν ἦλθε φέρων 
σάκος ἠΰτε πύργον, “bearing, carrying,” with no implication of giving. The recipient must be expressed to change 
the meaning, as at Od. 8.261-62, κῆρυξ δ’ ἐγγύθεν ἦλθε φέρων φόρμιγγα λίγειαν / Δημοδόκωι. The participle is 
closely associated with the use of an object (the lyre) at h.Herm. 52-53: αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ δὴ τεῦξε, φέρων ἐρατεινὸν 
ἄθυρμα / πλήκτρωι ἐπειρήτιζε κατὰ μέλος... (Vergados [2013] ad loc. suggests that the use here is intransitive, of 
“unrestrained action,” LSJ s.v. X 2b, but the parallel of h.Herm. 40, ἂψ εἴσω κίε δῶμα φέρων ἐρατεινὸν ἄθυρμα, 
suggests that it is transitive and subordinate to the verb in both places, LSJ s.v. X 2a, “bearing it he went...,” 
“bearing it he tried it out....”). Classen (1977) [1879] 82-86 thus overstates the distinction between Homeric ἔχων 
and φέρων, for the latter does not always “deutet nur ein vorübergehende Verbindung des Subjects mit dem Objecte 
an” (82).  
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In order to understand better the social dynamics at play in what we have repeatedly, if 
vaguely, referred to as the symposium, in the next section we return to the topic of inscribing 
ownership and consider further the dynamics of vessel- and epigram-circulation.  
3.4 Koinon at the Symposium: Joint Ownership, (Re)writing, and Circulation  
First, reconsider the epigram of the Dipylon oinochoe (see 3.3, above, for references): 
hὸς νῦν ὀρχεστο͂ν πάντον ἀταλότατα παίζει, 
το͂ τόδε κλΙμιν vacat. 
“Whoever now of all dancers plays most friskily, his (is/will be) this...” 
Scholars disagree on the context in which this inscription would have been made. B. Powell, for 
example, has argued that the hexameter on the oinochoe was uttered by an aoidos on the 
occasion of a contest in acrobatic dance and that it subsequently was written on the vessel that 
served as the prize in this competition.139  
I side with those who interpret it as the product of a sympotic gathering (recall that it is a 
wine-jug);140 as we have noted in the last section, the syntax is similar to other drinking-ware 
epigrams. I suggest that it was meant to be read in recurring contexts where multiple “dancers” 
would “play most friskily.”141 The deictic “now,” far from an obstacle to such re-readings, can 
serve a motivating function on each occasion. Imagine, for example, a group of companions at 
the symposium: one of them reads the inscription on the jug aloud, the others listen, perhaps 
impressed at the reader’s ability and beguiled by the poetic form. Inspired also by some wine, 
might not a few participants leap up “now”? 
                                                
139 Powell (1988) 75-82, (1991) 162-63. Cf. Danek (1995) 41-42 for a similar argument.  
140 E.g., Day (2010) 73, Osborne and Pappas (2007) 132-34. 
141 See Smith (2016) for a study of images of dance accompanied by inscriptions (mostly dipinti) on Archaic vases. 
Her focus is upon the iconography of dance, which she interprets as an “instant message” from the vase-painter to 
the viewers and users, but she avoids characterizing the context in which the vessels would have been used and 
viewed. She well argues that the scenes of dance are not snapshots of a real-life event but are instead generic, which 
complements our discussion of the generic character of the epigrams.  
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But what of the main clause of the Dipylon epigram, the few letters cut at the end, and the 
possibility that there were two different hands? I suggest two possibilities: (1) there were two 
hands, and the first left off after a fortuitous dactyl, the demonstrative τόδε pointing either at the 
pot or at the inscription itself. (2) There was one hand, the demonstrative τόδε points at what 
follows, part of an abecedarium. The interpretation of the demonstrative as pointing either at the 
whole inscription or the letters at the end is supported by a seventh-century graffito on a cup 
from Hymettus in which the demonstrative pronoun points at the letters themselves: ]αι τάδ’ 
αὐτὸς ἔγ<ρ>αφ[σε –?–].142 In any case, the epigram is grammatically complete, since one only 
need supply a form of the verb “to be” in the apodosis.  
Unlike many of the cup inscriptions that we have considered in which the owner’s name is 
expressed, here the epigram has been added prior to its awarding to an owner (or owners). That 
an inscribed pot could be a kind of symposiastic prize or party-favor143 is not so surprising in a 
milieu where literacy was certainly a novelty. Indeed, the inscription needs to be seen in the 
context of individuals learning the alphabet, something that the scrap of an abecedarium at the 
end of the inscription indicates as well. On each occasion on which the epigram was read, 
inspired a dance-contest, the vessel, with its new technology, was awarded to another individual. 
If there are two hands, (the second practicing a stoichos), then we have some further evidence 
that the vessel had more than one owner.  
N. M. Binek, who accepts the identification of a second hand, has recently offered another 
explanation for the signs following το͂ τόδε, namely that they were inscribed by a pre-literate 
individual who reproduced for aesthetic reasons some of the geometric patterns that he perceived 
                                                
142 Langdon no. 30; see further, below, and cf. n. 86. Perhaps a similar example is to be found on another fragment 
of a cup from the same votive dump, Langdon no. 61 (7th c.), which Jeffery (1978) 203 restores as ταῦτ’ 
ἔγ[ραφσε?]. We will encounter another example, in a 6th c. rupestral inscription, later in this chapter (3.8). 
143 See Węcowski (2014) 52-55 on later evidence for prizes being awarded in all kinds of sympotic activity, such as 
singing, dancing, riddles, kottabos. 
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in the preceding inscription.144 While I readily acknowledge that decoration and inscription were 
complementary and that verbal inscriptions had visual aesthetics (see n. 86), I reaffirm that the 
signs do resemble the letters of an abecedarium, and the theory of a second hand practicing the 
alphabet is supported by other examples.   
Compare the abbreviated second line of the early Corinthian cup-inscription cited above 
(Corinth 18.6 no. 51 [ca. 650]), wherein the owner’s name at the start of the first line, Χοιράσου, 
seems to be repeated (by a second hand?) in the second line: ΧοιρvΑ ̣vacat. Possibly a second 
hand began to copy out the first line anew (or perhaps he intended to make a new statement); 
alternatively, we may suppose that the sole writer first incised these letters before realizing he 
needed to begin his line on a broader part of the cup.145 Compare as well the letters alongside the 
second verse of Nestor’s epigram, which perhaps reflect the beginning of the epigram, and the 
two stray letters on Aristokleia’s vessel, which may imitate the beginning of the second verse of 
her epigram (see 3.2, with n. 64; perhaps compare also Bartoněk and Buchner no. 23). Whether 
we explain all of these as imitations by second hands or as abortive starts by single hands, we 
find the practicing of letters in a sympotic context. Since the letters at the end of the Dipylon 
oinochoe inscription demonstrably continue the preceding inscription, the hypothesis of two 
hands in all of these cases is perhaps to be preferred.  
                                                
144 Binek (2017) 423-42. Although she claims that the signs “mirror” the preceding inscription, she identifies not the 
beginning but letters 4-9 of the first inscription as the prototype; she then explains the signs’ deviations from these 
prototypes as being motivated by the principles and motifs of geometric art (but this does not explain the very first 
‘sign,’ which looks like an excellent kappa, its prototype allegedly being letter 9, chi, but whose transformation from 
this prototype has no evident connection to geometric art). But do we have any other examples of early post-firing 
graffiti that reproduce or extend decorative elements on early vessels? I suggest that the second hand, even if not 
fully literate, appreciated that there was a non-decorative aspect to the inscription, and it was this that inspired him 
or her to augment the inscription.  
145 Stroud ad loc. (at 47) states “apparently written in the same hand,” but he notes that the initial chi has a long 
descending stroke, as if the writer lost control of his instrument. He speculates that the writer may have abandoned 
his effort here and began again higher “in slightly smaller and neater letters.” The discrepancy of letter-size and care 
could instead indicate two hands.  
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For early examples of abecedaria on cups (not just sherds), compare the almost complete, 
retrograde inscription of the Ionic alphabet on a cup from the Samian Heraion (LSAG 471 no. 1a, 
ca. 660?), or that incised (perhaps by a non-local hand) on the lip of a local cup found at the 
sanctuary of Kommos on Crete (Kommos 4 no. 9, 7th c.: vac. αβγ[ ). A still closer parallel for 
my explanation of the Dipylyon oinochoe could be the graffiti on the bottom of a local imitation 
early protocorinthian lekythos-oinochoe from a grave at Kyme (Bartoněk and Buchner no. C 2 a-
b, LSAG 239 no. 2, cf. SEG 41.848, 57.921; ca. 700-690 or a little later). One graffito (C 2 a), 
running retrograde near the edge in neat letters that look Euboean, could be non-Greek (perhaps 
Etruscan [SEG 41.848], or, better attested in Greek script in the south at an early date, Sikel or 
Messapic [SEG 45.1429, where, however, our graffito is taken as Greek]), though it has been 
read in various unconvincing ways as Greek. Near the center of the base, however, in a less tidy 
hand, runs orthograde a Euboean abecedarium until zeta, followed by a long dividing line, after 
which, roughly perpendicular to the first abecedarium, a second abecedarium, beginning with 
zeta, runs (in, it appears, a still less tidy hand) in reverse as far as beta, which is in the 
unmistakable Corinthian form; its letters face backwards and epsilon is omitted: 
αβγδεϝhζ|ζhϝδγβ (C 2 b). Leaving aside the debated graffito (C 2 a), the abecedaria strongly 
suggest that one or, more likely, two individuals were practicing their letters on the jug. We may 
compare, perhaps, the testimony of Clearchus (cited at n. 32), who describes old-fashioned 
games at symposia that center upon the participants’ knowledge of the alphabet. 
My suggestion that the Dipylon oinochoe and its inscription were meant to circulate among 
various literate owners is in fact paralleled by some later Archaic inscriptions on sympotic 
vessels. We have already met the example of the cup from near Poseidonia that was jointly 
owned by Parmenon and Strinpon (IGASMG IV 30, 520-10; see 3.2): Παρμένοντός · ἐμι · καὶ 
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Στρίνπονος · ἐμὲ · μεδὲς · ἀνκλετέτο·.146 The social dynamics at play can be elucidated by 
further examples.  
A similar inscription, from Leontini, is cut around the belly of an Ionic black-glazed skyphos 
(dated 500-475). It is probably not metrical but semantically and contextually it belongs with the 
short iambic epigrams concerning ownership and theft: 
SEG 45.1378  (IGDS II 6) 
Ἰφ[ιδάμο (?), Ἀ]ρε[τίδεος (?) κα]ὶ Μεί|νονος ἐμὶ ϙο[ινέ, μέ μ]ε κλεπτέναι, χρ[ε͂σ]θαι | δὲ τὸν 
θέλον|τα 
“By ?Iph[idamos], ?Are[tides and] Meinon am I sha[red]; [don’t] steal me, but, use (sc. me), 
whoever wishes.” 
Here, three individuals (two names restored with exempli gratia supplements) claim jointly to 
own the vessel. Remarkably, we find not just the naked command not to steal the cup, but the 
clarification that anyone may use it.147 This example actually spells out for us that the cup is 
meant to circulate and be used by others. Moreover, τὸν θέλον|τα is semantically equivalent to 
the ubiquitous “whoever” discussed in the last section. The socially integrative adjective koine 
(ϙο[ινέ), although fragmentary, is corroborated by further examples.  
At least three are found in Doric Gela on Sicily, a colony that was established in the early 
seventh century by Rhodians from Lindos (recall Korakos’ cup-inscription and Kosmias’ 
epigram from Kamiros), as well as by Cretans.148 
SEG 36.827  (IGDS I 147, LSAG 278 no. 50, Gela, late 6th c.?) is incised on the foot of a black-
glazed kylix. It appears to be prose (fig. 16): 
                                                
146 Lazzarini (1984) 408 n. 2 cites some further, fragmentary examples of joint ownership. Cf. IGASMG II2 20 on the 
foot of an amphora (~ IGDS 144e, Gela, late 6th or early 5th c.) Ἀλκιμίδας κ⟨α⟩ὶ Μοσχίνα[–?–] “Alkimidas and 
(?)Moschina [?].” 
147 Lit., “the one willing, whoever will,” i.e., “anyone” (LSJ s.v. I 3).  
148 Raccuia (2000) 322 notes a further three possible examples from Gela consisting of kappa: SEG 28.893 
(undated), 29.907 (undated) or kappa-omicron: SEG 28.916 (mid-5th c.?).  
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Πανχάρεός εἰμι | καὶ το͂ν φίλον ϙοινά εἰμι  
“Panchares’ I am, and I am shared by his friends.” 
Although Panchares is the ‘owner,’ the kylix circulated among his philoi.  
SEG 16.563 (cf. SEG 54.882, IGDS I 142d, Gela, end of the 6th c.) is an orthograde graffito on 
the foot of a kylix: 
κοινά 
“shared” 
SEG 29.861 (cf. SEG 54.882, IGDS I 144d, Gela, beginning of the 5th c.), an orthograde graffito 
on the base of a black-glazed lamp149 (fig. 17): 
(sc. ὁ λύχνος) κοινὸς το͂[ν φίλον (?)] 
“shared by th[e ?friends]” 
Nor is the phenomon confined to Sicily: the graffito κοινά is inscribed on a skyphos(?) found 
in a cemetery of Cynos (near the modern town of Livanates) in eastern Locris: although the 
inscription is dated vaguely to “aet. arch.” (IG IX2 2000), it is perhaps late Archaic.150 Contrast 
another cup from a different cemetery of Cynos (at modern Roustiana), inscribed orthograde 
with a graffito (evidently unmetrical) on the side of a black-glazed skyphos (running from the 
side onto one of the handles): 
IG IX2 1999 (beginning of the fifth c.) 
                                                
149 Drinking parties most often occur at night, of course. As Węcowski (2014) 28-31 argues, a nighttime setting is an 
essential feature of the symposium. Compare CEG 463 (Berezan, 6th c.), perhaps a rough hexameter, inscribed on a 
lamp: ὡς λύχνον εἰμὶ καὶ φαίνω θ[εοῖσ]ιν κἀνθρώποισιν. Τhe interpretation is debated, but I understand it to be 
humorous, punning on φαίνω: “(sc. know) that I am lamp–and I bring to light (sc. this fact) for gods and men.” For 
the elliptical use of ὡς, frequent in comedy, cf. LSJ s.v. F 2. See Rix (1991) 41-48 for a discussion of interpretations 
and metre; Rix’ suggestion, that the epigram is a misquotation of a tetrameter attributable to Hipponax, is 
implausible. More likely, it was improvised in a sympotic context, a parody of inscriptions that self-identify the 
vessel, “I am the kylix/lekythos/etc. of....” Cf. n. 67 for similar parody.  
150 Cf. A. Onasoglou AD 37 B1 (1982) [1989] 184, who says that the inscription is on one of two “kylikes-skyphoi” 
discovered in a grave with several other drinking vessels; as comparandum for the vessel-form the excavator 
adduces Agora 12 no. 571, dated 500-480. The cemetery is dated overall by Onasoglou (181) from the last quarter of 
the 6th c. to the end of the 3rd c. 
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Ἐχεκράτε[ός] ἐμι· κατθές με, φίλε. 
“Echekrates’ I am: put me down, friend.” 
As we saw in the last section, the reader, a philos addressed in the vocative, is indefinite. 
Echekrates evidently assumed that his cup would circulate among his philoi, but he cheekily 
asserts his ownership of the cup. 
These short inscriptions seem to be an early example or even predecessor of the proverbial 
phrase κοινὰ τὰ τῶν φίλων, which is attested in the literary tradition into the Roman period and 
even later, in both Greek and Latin.151 According to Diogenes Laertius (8.10), Timaeus attributed 
the proverb to Pythagoras (notably associated with Croton in Magna Graecia), so its early 
appearance in Sicily is unsurprising, although we ought not to assume that our vase-inscribers 
were Pythagoreans.152 Most likely, the proverb arose and was popular in sympotic contexts.153 
As Lazzarini perceptively notes of Parmenon and Strinpon’s cup, such joint-ownership is 
motivated by a claim of philia that is expressed at the symposium (on which, see below).154 
A somewhat later example of joint-ownership is attested on a spectacular recent discovery 
from a grave in the Attic suburb Kifisia: six names inscribed on a black-glazed skyphos (dated 
ca. 480-65).155 The names, all in the genitive, are inscribed one below another on the side of the 
                                                
151 See Williams ad Martial 2.43.1.  
152 Peruzzi (2002) 384-6 conjectures that the inscription plays with Pythagoras’ dictum, but I find it more plausible 
that the proverb (cf. Cic. Off. 1.16.51) was ascribed to the sage only later.  
153 The earliest attestation in extant ‘literary’ texts seems to be Eur. Or. 735 (κοινὰ γὰρ τὰ τῶν φίλων); cf. West 
(1987) ad loc. Willink (1986) ad loc. calls it a “tragic aphorism,” but the kylix from Gela shows that it was earlier 
found in a sympotic context, where friendship was of course a frequent topic. See also the previous note. 
154 Lazzarini (1984) 408: “La molla che determina questo duplice possesso, che di solito riguarda, come nel nostro 
caso, due personaggi maschili, è certamente la φιλία e l’ambiente in cui si inquadra è quello del convivio.” Raccuia 
(2000) 323-25 suggests that such “common” cups were peculiar to a hypothesized Doric form of the symposium (on 
analogy with Doric syssitia), but the example from Ionic-speaking Leontini (SEG 45.1378, cited above) tells against 
this.  
155 Daskalaki (2010-13) 179-86, Matthaiou (2016) 53-65. Matthaiou (2016) 54 with n. 4 adopts a wider range, ca. 
480-40, for the cup’s date, but the parallels cited by Daskalaki (2010-13) 181 n. 4 and the opinion of the experts 
cited by Matthaiou (2016) 54 n. 4 weigh in favor of the ca. 480-65 range.  
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cup; these appear orthograde when the cup is placed upside-down. Around the names is incised a 
rectangular box (fig. 18a-b): 
Ἀριστείδο  
Διοδότο   
Δ̣αισίμο   
Ἀρρίφρονος   
Περικλέος   
Ε[ὐ]κρίτο. 
On the foot of the vessel is inscribed one more word, δραπέτης, which editors have taken to be a 
personal name in the nominative (that of an Ionian slave, per Matthaiou). I do not find this 
interpretation compelling,156 and I suggest that the word refers to the cup: “(sc. I am) the 
runaway of Aristeides, Diodotos, (?)Daisimos, Ariphron,157 Perikles, Eukritos.” I suggest that the 
identification of the cup as a “runaway slave” plays on the themes of theft and ownership that we 
have noted earlier in this chapter. In fact, such a designation may wittily refer to the written-ness 
of the cup (cf. n. 86), since runaway slaves were typically tattooed with the word “runaway” 
after their recapture.158  
                                                
156 Matthaiou (2016) 53, 57-59, 61 suggests that the six named on the side were drinking in a ‘taverna,’ where 
served a slave named Drapetes. Honored by the presence of these men who wrote their name on the cup and left it 
behind, this slave then added his own name to the cup. This interpretation does not explain the syntax. The only 
parallel for such a personal name, cited by Matthaiou and Daskalaki (2010-13) 183, is a single graffito (Δραπέτης) 
on the bottom of a lamp from the Athenian Agora (Agora 21 F 93, dated 425-400); but this graffito too could be 
explained as the common noun (see discussion below, in text). Matthaiou makes much of the alleged use of the Ionic 
alphabet to write Δραπέτης (whereas the six names on the side use the Attic script) and connects this with the 
foreign origin of the slave. But it is misleading to identify the script as Ionic, for the only Ionic feature is eta for the 
vowel, which is well attested in texts otherwise inscribed in Attic script dated from the late 6th through the 5th c. 
(see Threatte GAI I 41-44). Cf. SEG 58.79, dipinti on a hydria found on the Acropolis, (ca. 530-20), one of which 
exhibits Ionic lambda (unless, as Matthaiou ad loc. suggests, it is a badly misshapen pi) while others have the Attic 
form. 
157 For the false gemination of rho, see Threatte GAI I 533. 
158 Cf. Ar. Av. 760 δραπέτης ἐστιγμένος, with Dunbar (1995) ad loc.; see also Herod. 5.28, 65 and Plu. Per. 26.4. 
Hesychius gamma 896 Latte indicates that the word “runaway” was the tattoo: γράμμαθ’ ἑπτά· δραπέτα (cf. Latte 
[1953] ad loc., “litterae VII fugitivo inustae.”). Alternatively, the three-stroke letter delta that began the word may 
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Above, we considered Martial’s concept of the ownership of his poetry and his concerns 
about its theft in connection with Theognis’ seal on his poetry. Martial elsewhere asserts his 
ownership by casting his poetry specifically as his slave: he tells his addressee Quintianus, to 
whom he sends his libelli, that if they complain about their servitude (de seruitio) under a reciter 
who claims that he is their master (dominum), then Quintianus is to assert Martial’s ownership, 
putting shame on the plagiarist (plagiario).159 The metaphor of plagium, the theft of another’s 
slave, suits a social context in which one’s writings (libelli) are described as one’s slave.160  
I suggest that the cup, a “runaway slave” jointly owned by Pericles and the others, may bear 
a similar expression of ownership. In their case, however, it is not their poetry that is their prized 
possession, but a common cup that has been transformed into a significant object by the addition 
of their names. That is, the cup can only be figured as a “runaway slave” once it has been written 
upon.161 
What, then, can we say about the generation of the graffiti on this cup? As in the examples 
above, we find named co-owners of the cup.162 There is sufficient variation of the letter-forms 
used in each of the names to indicate that more than one person may have inscribed it–perhaps 
                                                                                                                                                       
sometimes have been used; thus Gildersleeve (1908) 112 explains Eupolis fr. 277 PCG: ἐγὼ δέ γε στίξω σε 
βελόναισιν τρισίν, “Well I’ll brand you with the three-brand.”  
159 Commendo tibi, Quintiane, nostros – 
nostros dicere si tamen libellos 
possum, quos recitat tuus poeta – 
si de seruitio graui queruntur, 
adsertor uenias satisque praestes,  5 
et, cum se dominum uocabit ille, 
dicas esse meos manuque missos. 
hoc si ter quaterque clamitaris, 
inpones plagiario pudorem. (Ep. 1. 52). 
Howell (1980) ad loc. compares Hor. Ep. 1.20, the last in the book, where Horace addresses his liber, likening its 
publication to freeing a slave. Cf. McGill (2012) 86-93, with other parallels in Martial for poetry as slave at 88 n. 69. 
160 As Howell (1980) ad loc. notes, this is the only example of plagiarius in pre-modern Latin literature in the 
figurative sense “plagiarist.” See Ziegler (1950) for fuller discussion.   
161 “Runaway” is also a suitable designation for a wine-vessel with which the group “escapes” from their cares. I 
thank N. Marinatos for sharing this suggestion. 
162 Cf. Wachter COR 18 at n. 68, above, and Corinth 15.3 no. 143, app. 1 no. 1 at n. 88. The first, a dipinto with a 
series of male names, could have been commissioned by the circle of friends or one of their members; the second is 
a carefully written list of names, seemingly by a single hand. 
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each man his own name.163 The unusual rectangle incised around the six names may be a frame 
that serves to unite them, a visual expression of the koinon. The cup evidently circulated among 
this group at a drinking-gathering, and perhaps each took turns taking the cup home after each 
occasion.  
We need not here dwell long on the tantalizing possibility that several famous historical 
persons may be identified with the joint owners of the cup,164 but if the editors are correct that 
Pericles and Ariphron are to be identified with the statesman and his older brother, then these 
two at least were young men when they incised their names on this wine-cup (if the dating ca. 
480-65 is correct).165 In addition, some of the group were of a high social status; these details 
give us some idea of the social setting for this cup’s inscription.    
From the Dipylon oinochoe to Pericles’ (et al.) cup, the inscribed vessels adduced in this 
section attest to their social context–drinking gatherings of companions, sometimes specified as 
philoi. In some cases the element of communality is made explicit: the vessel is the “common 
property,” koinos/a/on, of a circle of friends. I have already suggested that ownership-
inscriptions on vessels served a socially integrative mnema-function; those such as Strinpon and 
Parmenon’s or Pericles and his five comrades’ render the social links explicitly: they publicize 
the bond of philia shared by these individuals at the symposium. 
Part 2: Philia and the Symposium 
In the second half of this chapter, we will turn to consider in more detail the social 
relationships identified above. As we shall see, while the symposium is one locus for the 
                                                
163 Matthaiou (2016) 54. 
164 Pericles (PAA 772645), his brother Ariphron (PAA 202330), and possibly Aristeides (PAA 165170) the general 
and politician have all been identified with varying degrees of confidence (based on the rarity of the name Pericles 
and especially that of Ariphron): Daskalaki (2010-13) 182-83, Matthaiou (2016) 55-56, 62. N. Marinatos suggests to 
me that Diodotos may be identified with the orator who spoke during the Mytilenian debate in 427 (PAA 328540); 
cf. Matthaiou (2016) 63.  
165 Pericles’ birth is put ca. 494, and his brother’s is conjectured to be ca. 495 (see APF 11811 Ariphron II).  
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expression of philia, it is not the only one. Nevertheless, I will suggest that the symposium, and 
particularly the practice of inscribing philia-inflected epigrams there, inspired manifestations of 
this discourse outside of the symposium. That is, sympotic philia can appear outside the 
symposium.  
This discourse, while typically associated with so-called elite or aristocratic males, includes 
also women. And, while the lines of social stratification in the Archaic period are much debated, 
there is some evidence that the discourse of sympotic philia cuts across these strata. In addition, 
recent scholarship has suggested that the symposium was not a single institution but was itself a 
discourse that could encompass a variety of communal drinking practices.166 Since philia and the 
symposium are singly and in combination very large topics, our focus will remain on the issue of 
publicization. Chiefly our examples will be inscriptional, but sympotic poetry preserved in the 
‘literary’ tradition will also prove illustrative.   
3.5 What is Sympotic philia?    
We have already encountered the theme of philia on Panchares’ inscribed cup from Gela: 
although he is the owner, the inscription also declares that the cup is shared (koina) by his philoi. 
On Nestor’s cup, meanwhile, another kind of love was advertised to the reader: whoever drinks 
from the cup will be seized by the desire of Aphrodite.  
                                                
166  Murray in several influential articles, e.g., (1983), (2009), has emphasized the elite, ‘in-group’ nature of the 
symposium. Schmitt Pantel (1990), (1992), observing civic aspects of the symposium, has argued that the institution 
was more ‘public’ than Murray’s model allows. Shapiro (1995) 211-22 suggests that vases painted with verse 
indicate that lower status individuals (“humble” painters) took part in symposium culture. Steiner (2002) 347-80 
argues that ‘public’ dining in the Athenian Agora by civic officials at public expense shows continuity with, and 
parody of, ‘private,’ elite practices. Stehle (1997) 213-318 juxtaposes the male performers of the symposium with 
Sappho’s ‘circle’ and argues that Sappho uniquely adopted writing as a mode of communication in imitation of 
inscriptions. I agree that Sappho exploited the medium, but I do not think that this is unique to her. Hobden (2013) 
esp. 1-21 argues that ‘the symposium’ is something of a mirage, a construct that points at no single real occasion or 
institution but reflects a plurality of communal drinking practices. Węcowski (2014), in a volume that unfortunately 
could not engage with Hobden’s, attempts to reconstruct ‘the symposium’ as a single institution composed of several 
essential features.   
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It is unsurprising that philia figures often in this material, for it is well established that its 
language and themes are central to the discourse of the symposium: consider Theognis’ manifold 
disquisitions on various aspects of the theme. But, since we have established that sympotic 
graffiti aim at an audience, one that is open, indefinite, and future, it follows that the social 
relationships characterized by philia represented in these inscriptions are being publicized to this 
audience. I have suggested above that we must beware of conceiving of the symposium as a 
restricted, closed, ‘private’ group, so we must also avoid the assumption that personal 
relationships are necessarily private.  
But what are these personal relationships of philia? Varieties include friendship between 
males who are kin, those who are not, as well as erotic affection of adult males for juvenile males 
(pederastic) and that of males for females.167 Even instances of sexual vituperation, such as 
Porkos’ cup that threatens every reader, deserve consideration alongside those of erotic affection, 
for it is often not possible to determine the tone of the vituperation (one would imagine that such 
an inscription on a shared cup was playful). In other cases, such as unelaborated kalos/kale, it is 
not possible to determine whether there may have been an erotic dimension or, if there were, 
whether such a dimension was recognized by every reader.168  
Part of the hermeneutic challenge is semantic: φιλέω and its cognates are notoriously 
multivalent: φίλος, for example, may be active, “loving,” passive, “beloved,” or both at once, 
and, in early poetry, it can even connote the relation of one’s own anatomy (such as one’s knees, 
φίλα γούνατα, Il. 9.610);169 depending on the parties involved (e.g., siblings, parent and child, 
non-kin, sexual partners), the appropriate translation may be “dear,” “friendly,” “darling,” etc.; 
                                                
167 Bremmer (1990) 135-48 discusses pederasty at the symposium; see Węcowski (2014) 81-83 with references on 
sex and the symposium.  
168 Cf. Robinson and Fluck (1937) 11-12. 
169 Konstan (1997) 30 argues that the substantival use of the word means “friend,” denoting mutual affection. 
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the verb, among many other things, can mean “to kiss” (cf. above, 3.3, on Porkos). But where 
context is lacking, it can be difficult to determine the intended meaning, as well as the range of 
reasonably possible interpretations.170  
Aristotle offers a useful summation that we may repurpose here: “every kind of philia 
involves a common partnership (koinonia),” which is to say that it is a social relationship.171  
Although Aristotle is keen to identify and distinguish different categories of philia, that of the 
symposium is perhaps the most varied, with one variety possibly overlapping with, or shading 
into another.172  
A symposiast might refer to his coevals as philoi or hetairoi, seemingly without any erotic 
connotation, but Theognis in a sympotic elegiac poem could also address his young beloved 
Kyrnos as phile Kyrne (181, 539). In addition, women–at a later date called hetairai–were 
present at the symposium, and although their role and status are much debated,173 they could be 
portrayed as “comrades” at symposia (as their later designation indicates); while such women 
will often have been cast as objects of sexual desire, this was not necessarily their only role.    
Finally, we must recall that politics are also a common theme at the symposium.174 The 
“group of comrades,” hetair(e)ia, such as that of Alcaeus, that comprised a drinking-gathering at 
                                                
170 See Konstan (1997) on friendship; Dover (1978) and Davidson (2007) on Greek homosexuality.   
171 Arist. NE 1161b11 ἐν κοινωνίᾳ μὲν οὖν πᾶσα φιλία ἐστίν. He also maintains that “philia is involved in every 
koinonia” (NE 1159b27), by which he means that some form of philia is characteristic of any sort of community, 
giving as examples shipmates and fellow-soldiers.  
172 Konstan (1997) 44-52 discusses the vocabulary in sympotic contexts.  
173 Kurke (1997), Davidson (1997), Corner (2011), Glazebrook (2012). Hetaira meaning courtesan is not clearly 
found before Herodotus (2.134, 135) and Euripides (Cycl. 500, where sex is implied). The earliest reference to a 
sympotic hetaira is to a phorminx (Od. 17.271) and lyre (h.Herm. 31, 478). (The epigram of ‘Sophocles’ to 
Euripides, FGE Soph. 1, is spurious and ἑταίραν in v. 2 is incurably corrupt.) Kurke’s argument that the discursive 
categories hetaira/porne were born in the Archaic symposium is undermined by the fact that hetaira (“courtesan”) is 
not documented in the Archaic period, and the categories, if not the names, are arguably timeless (cf. Kipling’s 
disdainful “most ancient profession”). See further on Euthylla and Biote in section 3.7. 
174 E.g. Irwin (2005) on Solon’s politics at the symposium. 
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some point became also a semi-technical term for a partisan political club.175 Someone could be 
called a ‘friend,’ philos or hetairos, in the sense of a political ally.176 Again, lacking context, 
such distinctions may well elude us.  
Let us compare two inscriptions of similar content, albeit different physical context–one a 
graffito on a vessel, the other carved in stone. These will illustrate both our difficulty in 
identifying the precise semantics of philia-language and the problem of defining too rigidly the 
context in which such messages were expressed.  
Recently published is the inscription on the base of a lekythos found–reportedly in a 
domestic context–in an excavation at a plot in central Athens (Plaka, south of the Roman Agora). 
The vessel is dated to the second quarter of the fifth century, or shortly after.177 The script is 
described as Attic-Ionic (lambda is Ionic), but the writer employs Doric forms, and the script 
could be that of (Doric-speaking) Aegina.178 The first line is inscribed on the top of the base, the 
second on the edge, and the third on the bottom: 
Μιρίνα καλὰ 
καὶ φίλα, τὸ δοκο͂ν 
Εὐμάρει. 
“Mirina (is) beautiful and dear/darling/loving–seeming so (or the thing seeming)179 to Eumares.” 
                                                
175 Calhoun (1913) 4-7 discusses the terminology and argues (10-24) that the political club existed already in the 
time of Cylon. But the earliest use of hetairia in the political sense is in Herodotus and Thucydides (any 
retrojections of the term could be anachronistic). See both Andrewes (Gomme, Andrewes, Dover [1981]) and 
Hornblower (2008) ad Th. 8.54.4 for discussion.  
176 See Konstan (1997) 60-67 on friendship and politics. 
177 Sourlas (2014) 241-57.  
178 Sourlas (2014) 249 notes that an Aeginetan Eumares is attested in an early 4th c. funerary inscription (IG II2 
7963), so perhaps ours too, evidently a Doric-speaker/writer, was from Aegina. I add that the script may be 
Aeginetan, rather than Attic-Ionic, since one of the few differences between Aeginetan and Attic is Aegina’s use of 
‘Ionic’ lambda: LSAG 109; gamma, which exhibits the other chief difference, is unexampled in our inscription. 
179 In the first translation, this is the adverb (τώ), “so,” “therefore,” “in this way,” etc., which is attested in e.g. 
Homer, Bacchylides, Pindar (see AGD s.v. τῶ) but often confused with the dative τῶι in codd.: see West (1990b) li 
and (1998) xxii (in the latter he prefers the accentuation τώ). As West (1990b) li points out, it could not have been 
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The editor, D. Sourlas, notes that Myrrhine, of which Mirina is probably a variant (with 
iotacism),180 is frequently found as the name of so-called hetairai.181 There is also a (more 
remote) possibility that the inscription instead has a vulgar meaning, since μιρίνα (i.e. μυρρίνα, 
fem. sg.) or μίρινα (i.e. μύρρινα, ntr. pl.) could connote “pubic hair” or “vagina.”182 With either 
interpretation, we find some support for the hypothesis that we here have an example of 
sympotic discourse.  
Yet the vessel is a lekythos, which could have been used at drinking-parties, but equally 
could have belonged to a woman’s toilet, perhaps Mirina’s. Moreover, it was found in a domestic 
context. Was this a ‘private’ note of affection, perhaps inscribed by Eumares for his beloved 
Mirina and intended for her consumption alone? I cannot deny this possibility, but it seems 
                                                                                                                                                       
confused with the dative until the diphthong of the latter was monophthongized; according to Threatte GAI I 358-60 
there is little evidence for the monophthongization in Attic before the 2nd c.  
In the second translation, it is the neuter pronoun, which refers to the statement about Mirina. The same form occurs 
in Agora 21 C 19 (ca. 475-50), which includes the graffito Ἀλ{λ}καῖος καλὸς τὸ δοκεῖ Μελιτι (“Alkaios (is) 
beautiful–so it seems (or the thing seems) to Melis”; see n. 137 for the rest). L. Dubois BE (1994) no. 278 suggested 
altering the Agora graffito to read το⟨ι⟩, the enclitic particle, comparing Rotroff-Oakley no. 148 Σικέλε καλέ τοι 
δοκεῖ το͂ι μοιχο͂ι (discussed above, 3.3), whereas Threatte GAI II 340-41 argued that the word (in Agora 21 C 19) is 
unlikely to be the adverb, for it “seems rather literary for this type of text.” He suggests that it is the indefinite (“to 
someone”) with the iota inadvertently left out (he also considers but rejects interpreting the word as the relative “a 
thing which”). But now with two examples we should not resort to emendation (at least in Attic, the confusion of οι 
with ο before a consonant is hard to parallel: Threatte GAI I 324, with add. II 733). It is clear that all of these graffiti 
rely on similar diction: note especially the verb δοκεῖ, for which Lissarague (1999) 360-61 n. 10 cites further 
examples (all except the Mirina graffito employ the indicative); but they are not identical statements. 
180 Sourlas (2014) 247-49: the editor at once claims that (1) the name is Μίρινα, the form to be identified with that of 
the city Μύρινα on Lesbos (sic, for Lemnos) and that near Kyme, which are always spelt with a single rho in Attic 
inscriptions (but note that they are not always so in MSS), and (2) the name Μίρινα has a long alpha. Both cannot 
be true. I know of no evidence for Μύρινα (with short alpha) as a woman’s name. It is much simpler to assume that 
geminate rho has been written simplex (a possibility Sourlas considers but rejects) and that alpha is long. Therefore, 
we should print Μιρίνα (as I do) or, with abundance of caution, print the word without any accent. 
181 Sourlas (2014) 249, 253 even raises the possibility that the present Mirina (with iotacism) is the same as a 
Myrrhina said by a scholiast (Ar. Nub. 109d; cf. Suda φ 125) to have been the hetaira of Leogoros, father of 
Andocides. 
182 In general, see Henderson (1975) 134-35. In particular, at Ar. Eq. 964 (ψωλὸν γενέσθαι δεῖ σε μέχρι τοῦ 
μυρρίνου, “you’ll have your foreskin pulled back all the way to ‘the myrtle’”) the ntr. sg. seems to signify the (male) 
pubic bush. The feminine is found at Archil. fr. 30 W (ἔχουσα θαλλὸν μυρσίνης ἐτέρπετο / ῥοδῆς τε καλὸν 
ἄνθος “she delighted in having a bloom of ‘myrtle’ and the beautiful flower of ‘rose-bush’”), where it will mean 
either “pubic hair” (“bloom consisting of myrtle”) or “vagina” (“bloom from the myrtle”); cf. Archil. fr. 32 W (διὲξ 
τὸ μύρτον “[her hair grew? (cf. fr. 31)] out through the ‘myrtle’,” most likely meaning “vagina”) and Pherecr. 
113.28-29 PCG (κόραι δ’ ἐν ἀμπεχόναις τριχάπτοις ἀρτίως / ἡβυλλιῶσαι τὰ ῥόδα καὶ κεκαρμέναι, “girls in 
hair-woven shawls, their ‘roses’ just now in bloom and clipped” [LSJ s.v. ῥόδον III give “pudenda muliebria,” but 
hair may be meant, in view of the second participle].) 
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incongruent with the arguments developed earlier in this chapter (compare especially the graffiti 
with Sikele and Philista, discussed in section 3.3). Sourlas observes that symposia could have 
been held in the house, but the domestic context must not be assumed to be ‘private.’183 It seems 
more likely, then, that the vessel was intended to circulate, that the inscribed message was meant 
to publicize the relationship between Eumares and Mirina. As we shall see with some other 
epigrams in this chapter, inscribed on a mirror and pyxis, various and different reading contexts 
are possible.  
To be sure, we do not know the nature of the relationship here–perhaps, for example, Mirina 
did not reciprocate–nor do we know who made the inscription. It is possible to interpret the 
sentiment as erotic, but there is nothing inherently erotic about the language (excepting the 
caveat made above concerning the first word), vessel, or archaeological context.  
Let us turn now to a stone inscription that is dated to the same approximate period as the 
lekythos just considered. IG I3  1401 (ca. 475-50?) is inscribed on a small stone found in fill near 
the south wall of the Acropolis but now presumed lost:184 
Λυσίθ|εος : Μικί|ωνα φιλῖ|ν φεσι μά|λισστα | τῶν ἐν | τε͂ι πό|λει· ἀν|δρεῖος | γάρ ἐστ|ι. 
“Lysitheos says185 that he loves (philein) Mikion most of (all) those in the polis, for he is manly.” 
This inscription has typically been interpreted as specifically erotic in sentiment,186 but caution is 
called for.187 Dover has observed that, if the sentiment truly is erotic, then it is an exceptional 
example of an eromenos expressing love for his erastes, for an erastes is not likely to call his 
                                                
183 Sourlas (2014) 250-52. 
184 The stone reportedly measures: h. 0.055, l. 0.02, th. 0.018 m. P. Kavvadias DeltArch (1888) 43-45 describes the 
findspot and other finds. Given the letter-forms (if the majuscule renderings of Lechat [1888] 336 and Wolters 
[1888] 110 are faithful) it is probably 5th c., but Kavvadias (45) rightly observes that nothing precludes a date before 
the Persian sack.  
185 Or, perhaps, “asserts” or “thinks” (LSJ s.v. II b); cf. Agora 21 C18 (Σοσίας καταπύγον | hός φησιν hο 
γράφσας), discussed above, 3.3. 
186 E.g., in IG I3 it is classified among the varia under the heading pueri. (Note that there are no indications of age in 
the inscription.)  
187 Dover (1978) 123-24 well canvases the various possible interpretations.  
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young beloved andreios.188 Indeed, I have found few parallels for andreios being used in an 
erotic or romantic context.189 It is perhaps better to characterize the sentiment simply as philia, 
friendship. 
Herodotus, for example, attests to the association of philia and andreia when he describes 
Harpagus’ efforts to recruit Cyrus to his plan for revenge on Astyages: “Since Cyrus was 
reaching manhood (ἀνδρευμένῳ) and was the most manly (ἀνδρηιοτάτῳ) and most 
friendly/beloved (προσφιλεστάτῳ) of his age-mates, Harpagus solicited him by sending gifts, 
desiring to have vengeance on Astyages” (1.123.1). Harpagus cleverly appeals to Cyrus, 
recognizing in him the assets of manliness or courage and friendliness or popularity; the latter 
quality is not erotic but, Harpagus thinks, renders Cyrus more susceptible to entreaty and may be 
of use for his purposes. 
Thucydides too attests to the conceptual conjunction of philia and andreia, in his discussion 
of the alteration of values and vocabulary during the Corcyrean revolt: “thoughtless boldness 
was considered manliness that respects the bond of friendship between comrades” (τόλμα μὲν 
γὰρ ἀλόγιστος ἀνδρεία φιλέταιρος ἐνομίσθη, 3.82.4). Thucydides’ language is compressed, 
but he means that proper andreia is unselfish and respects the bond of philia between hetairoi; 
its corrupted form is anti-social and inconsiderate (alogistos).190  
Combining the evidence from the two historians we may venture to say that (true) andreia 
cannot exist without philia, inasmuch as andreia inspires the affection of one’s fellows, such that 
                                                
188 Dover (1978) 123.  
189 Plato (Symp. 191e-192a) puts in Aristophanes’ mouth the sentiment that boys derived from the masculine “love 
and enjoy lying down with and embracing men, and are the best boys and lads, since they are most manly by nature” 
(φιλοῦσι τοὺς ἄνδρας καὶ χαίρουσι συγκατακείμενοι καὶ συμπεπλεγμένοι τοῖς ἀνδράσι, καί εἰσιν οὗτοι 
βέλτιστοι τῶν παίδων καὶ μειρακίων, ἅτε ἀνδρειότατοι ὄντες φύσει). As Dover (1980) ad loc. observes, this is 
thoroughly tongue-in-cheek, for it runs counter to the prevalent idea–exploited by Aristophanes on the stage–that 
eager eromenoi are shameless. Similarly, the observation (Symp. 196c) that not even Ares can match Eros in andreia 
is ironic. Artemidorus (1.45) says that some call (πρός τινων καλεῖται) the male member ἀνδρεία.  
190 Although it is true that the Sacred Band of Thebes was comprised of pairs of male sexual partners, it is not 
securely attested before the fourth century. In any case, philetairos implies multiple comrades.  
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the andreios man must in turn show philia for them. Returning, then, to Lysitheos’ declaration, I 
suggest that Mikion is represented much as Cyrus is: he is most loved because he is (most) 
manly or courageous.  
It is remarkable that Lysitheos expresses his philia for Mikion in civic terms, “most of those 
in the polis.” If we consider that Thucydides in the passage just quoted is discussing philia 
chiefly in its political dimension–philetairos meaning philia towards the members of one’s 
hetairia–might not Lysitheos have been publicizing his political affinity for Mikion? Admittedly, 
this inscription seems unusual on any interpretation, but it cannot be discounted, whether it 
advertises an erotic attraction, a political alliance, or simply a friendship. 
 And advertise it does. Although we do not know the inscription’s original location, its 
discovery on the Acropolis may suggest that it was displayed in a markedly civic and sacral 
setting. The letters are also reported to have been painted red, calling for the reader’s attention 
like any inscribed dedication or funerary monument.191 The philia-discourse of the symposium 
can thus intersect with, or even appear as, the sort of ‘public’ monuments investigated in the 
previous chapter. Admittedly, I have not yet established that such an inscription is to be linked 
with the sympotic discourse of philia, but in the ensuing discussion I hope that this will emerge 
as a plausible claim.  
3.6 Reading Generic philia at the Symposium and Beyond  
Earlier in this chapter I advanced the argument that the reader of sympotic graffiti is often 
characterized as an open, indefinite personality. This characterization facilitates the repeated 
reading and reperformance of the message. Here, we shall explore this idea further in connection 
with the philia-discourse of the symposium, which is often generic and serves a prescriptive, 
didactic function. Once again, a passage from the Theognidea (1311-18) is illustrative:  
                                                
191 According to Lechat (1888) 336. 
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οὐκ ἔλαθες κλέψας, ὦ παῖ—καὶ γάρ σε διῶμμαι—    
τούτοισ’, οἷσπερ νῦν ἄρθμιος ἠδὲ φίλος 
ἔπλευ, ἐμὴν δὲ μεθῆκας ἀτίμητον φιλότητα.  
οὐ μὲν δὴ τούτοις γ’ ἦσθα φίλος πρότερον, 
ἀλλ’ ἐγὼ ἐκ πάντων σ’ ἐδόκουν θήσεσθαι ἑταῖρον (1315) 
πιστόν· καὶ δὴ νῦν ἄλλον ἔχοισθα φίλον,     
ἀλλ’ ὁ μὲν εὖ ἕρδων κεῖμαι· σὲ δὲ μή τις ἁπάντων 
ἀνθρώπων ἐσορῶν παῖδα φιλεῖν ἐθέλοι.192 
“I noticed you cheating, boy (in fact, I see right through you), with those guys with whom you’re 
now close and dear, and my own love/affection/friendship you let go as worthless. You weren’t 
dear to those guys previously, but I thought I would make you, out of everyone, a trustworthy 
companion. Fine. Suppose now you have another friend, but I, your benefactor, lie (dead?). 
Beholding you, may nobody be willing to love a boy.” 
First, we may note that the nature of the relationship between the speaker and addressee is 
ambiguous. The boy has cozened the speaker, but it is not made clear whether their philotes 
(1313) has an erotic dimension or not. A hetairos (1315) is a companion, but there is little 
evidence to suggest that the word ever connotes a sexual relationship.193 On the other hand, the 
                                                
192 1311 οὐκ A: οὐ μ’ Edmonds. διῶμμαι Hermann: διωμαι A: διώκω Ahrens. 1312 φίλοισ A: corr. Bekker. 1314 
συ μεν δὴ τουτοισ τ’ A: corr. Hermann. 1315 θήσεσθαι Seidler: σήσεσθαι A. 1316 ἔχοισθα A: ἔχεισθα Bekker. 
1318 παιδα φιλειν Α: παιδοφιλεῖν Bekker. 
193 Davidson (2007) 24 believes that hetairos can denote male-male erotic partners, but the evidence is slight. (We 
shall consider hetairai below in section 3.7.) LSJ give two examples for hetairos (s.v. I a 6) meaning a woman’s 
male lover: (1) Sem. 7.43-49 describes the ass-woman, who grudgingly bears every load, eats insatiably day and 
night, “and, in the same fashion, with respect to the work of Aphrodite, receives any hetairos that comes” (ὁμῶς δὲ 
καὶ πρὸς ἔργον ἀφροδίσιον / ἐλθόντ’ ἑταῖρον ὁντινῶν ἐδέξατο, 48-49). But hetairos has its usual meaning here: 
any companion (of the husband) will be welcome to her bed (not “receives as her hetairos anyone that comes,” since 
the genitive must depend on the noun). 43, which introduces the section, alludes to this as well: τὴν δ’ ἔκ †τε 
σποδιῆς† καὶ παλιντριβέος ὄνου. The second adjective literally means “rubbed again and again,” which doubtless 
has a double meaning. The first adjective has been suspected because of τε, which must be short, and the resolution 
in σποδιῆς, which is not certainly found in Semonides (but is found in all other Archaic iambographers: West 
[1974] 115). West (178) rightly observes that the meaning (of two proposed emendations, as well as that of the 
paradosis), “ashen, ash-colored,” is irrelevant here. I believe that Meineke’s ἐκ {τε} σποδείης is correct, albeit with 
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passage occurs in ‘book two’ of the Theognidea, much of which was secluded there by 
Byzantine interventions because its perceived salacious content outweighed its didactic value for 
impressionable youth.194  
The boy is accused of being philos to an undefined multitude, “those guys” (1312). As the 
speaker makes clear, the boy was hoped to be a pistos hetairos (1315-16), and, one infers, this 
expectation has been demolished by the boy’s association with these other guys, who are perhaps 
inimical to the speaker. The boy was caught cheating, thieving (οὐκ ἔλαθες κλέψας), a phrase we 
met at the beginning of this chapter in Theognis’ seal-poem (λήσει δ’ οὔποτε κλεπτόμενα, 20). 
There it was claimed that Theognis’ verses would never be ‘stolen’ (“reperformed,” as I argued) 
without detection; here, it is alleged that the boy has committed a different sort of theft: he has 
defrauded the speaker of his philotes by stealing away and seeking new philoi. We have seen 
how inscriptions that proclaim the ownership of a vessel can also play with the theme of 
possessive affection, the ‘ownership’ of a beloved (see on Aristokleia’s epigram, 3.2 with n. 68). 
In the present passage, this theme is explored with emphasis on the precariousness of such 
ownership; much as cups recirculate and find new owners, the unfaithful boy finds new philoi to 
claim him as one of their own.  
The passage, however, is thoroughly generic.195 There is not even the Kyrnos-frame that is 
thought to be characteristic of genuine Theognis, but instead an indefinite pais, much as we have 
                                                                                                                                                       
Semonides’ (‘false’?) derivation of σποδείης from σποδέω, which means “pound, crush,” with a secondary sexual 
meaning (LSJ s.v. II; the verb seems to be unrelated to σποδός): “the woman (descended) from the pounded and 
repeatedly ridden ass.” (2) Ar. Eccl. 912 has a girl pining for her hetairos (who will eventually arrive but be claimed 
in succession by three old women), but this carries little weight since the scene portrays the city’s ‘sexual 
liberation,’ so her attitude and language may be ironic.  
194 See West (1974) 43-45 on the bowdlerization that yielded ‘book 2.’ See Bowie (2012) 121-48 on the possibility 
that the Parian elegist Euenus in the fifth century was responsible for an early collection of the poet.  
195 Cf. Thgn. 599-602, where recirculation is instantiated in the movement along a road: οὔ μ’ ἔλαθες φοιτῶν κατ’ 
ἀμαξιτόν, ἣν ἄρα καὶ πρίν / ἠλάστρεις, κλέπτων ἡμετέρην φιλίην. / ἔρρε, θεοῖσίν <τ’> ἐχθρὲ καὶ ἀνθρώποισιν 
ἄπιστε, / ψυχρὸν ὃς ἐν κόλπωι ποικίλον εἶχες ὄφιν. 
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seen in some cup-inscriptions above. The didactic function is made explicit in the final lines: as 
in our sympotic graffiti, the reader-auditor is an indefinite “anyman” (τις ἁπάντων / 
ἀνθρώπων, 1317-18), and his lesson is that he is not wittingly to have philia for any pais.196  
Poetry of a similar cast is found on vessels associated with drinking. Although we have 
concentrated on graffiti thus far, which in most cases will be laborious additions made by an 
owner of the vessel, in this section I highlight two examples of pre-firing dipinti, one of which is 
among our earliest examples of the sort. Unlike graffiti, painted letters (excepting trademarks in 
the main) are intended by the maker to be part of the ornament of a vessel. On the other hand, it 
has been supposed that vessels may have been bespoke, with any dipinto perhaps a customer-
requested addition. Accordingly, their nature could be much the same as a graffito added by an 
owner.197 
CEG 453 is painted orthograde in at least two lines around the body of an oinochoe (the type 
is local but shows Corinthian influence) found on Ithaca at Aetos, dated ca. 700. The script 
resembles that attested later on the island, which seems to derive from Achaian and Corinthian, 
but it also exhibits the Euboean form of lambda (thus Jeffery LSAG 230). Hansen speculated that 
it was perhaps not a ‘true epigram’ but a small part of an unknown poem; I find this unlikely.198 
Wachter (ITH 1), who offers a new reconstruction of the text, supposes that it “may have been an 
                                                                                                                                                       
“I noticed you going along the wagon-road, that one which you drove along before, cheating our 
love/affection/friendship. Be gone you, hateful to the gods and untrustworthy to men, who kept a cold, changeful 
snake in your breast.” See also 959-62. 
196 The speaker possibly also exploits the language of funerary epigram for rhetorical effect–a good man lies dead(?) 
(ἀλλ’ ὁ μὲν εὖ ἕρδων κεῖμαι, 1317). 
197 See the contributions in Yatromanolakis, ed. (2016), which deal with the dipinti and vase-paintings, many 
applying modern methodologies and posing new questions of the material. Osborne and Pappas (2003) 131-55 offer 
a survey of early dipinti, including their types and pot-functions. 
198 As I understand him, Hansen distinguishes between poems that were intended to be inscribed upon vessels, and 
those that had some sort of independent existence but were casually copied in a durable medium. One could 
compare much later examples of Homeric verses inscribed on ostraka (often as exercises). I doubt that this 
phenomenon is attested in the Archaic period (cf. Gaunt [2014] 101-24). His suggestion perhaps develops 
Robertson’s ([1948] 82) observation that the text does not appear to be dedicatory in nature, but if the vessel was 
intended for drinking gatherings as its form suggests, then the dipinto was probably added with that context in mind.    
 184 
elaborate dedication to a friend (of the potter or painter?).”199 I adopt a somewhat more 
conservative version of Hansen’s text: 
(a) ] µάλιστα hον[ 
       ] . [ 
(b-d) [‒ ⏔ ‒ ξ]ένϝος τε φίλος καὶ π[ισ]τὸς ̣ἐταῖρος 
 [–?– φ?]ιλαενπ[  c. 14 ]οι τενατ[ 
(e) ]. ο .[ 
      ]οτ[ 
Note that the first line of (a-c), (d), which preserves only one line, and probably (e) all belong to 
the same line of the dipinto, the second line of each to a second line.200 It is uncertain whether 
(a), whose first line cannot fill the lacuna in the first line of (b-d), precedes or follows (b-d), and 
it is difficult to estimate the total length: we could have parts of three or four hexameters, or of 
two elegiac distichs.  
                                                
199 Wachter (ITH 1) prints  
hός̣ [μοι ἔε̄ ? ξ]ένϝος τε φίλος καὶ π[ισ]τὸς ἐταῖρος  
[‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒⏑]µάλιστα  
[‒ ⏔ ‒⏑ φ?]ίλᾱ ἐνπ[  c. 14 ]οι  
τε͂να (?) τ[  ]π[ ] 
unclear location: [...]. ο .[...] and [...]οτ[...] 
He supposes that the first line of the dipinto runs back onto itself (such that µάλιστα appears before hός̣), arguing 
that tau is written close to the letters that precede and follow it, as if the writer were running out of room. But the 
other letters of µάλιστα are evenly spaced and the second alpha could have been written closer to the following heta 
than the preceding tau, so tau rather seems to have been omitted inadvertently and added later. Curiously, Wachter 
accepts Jeffery’s (apud Robertson [1948] 81, LSAG 230) suggestion that the inscription ran in a spiral down the 
vessel, which is to say that at some point (which is not preserved) the first line of the dipinto descended and began 
the second line. This hypothesis is not consistent with Wachter’s reconstruction. 
I disagree with Wachter’s reading of san in hός.̣ Robertson had suggested mu, nu, or san were possible, but Hansen 
correctly printed nu without a dot. In the photograph at Robertson (1948) pl. 34 490a there appears to be an 
unpainted gap after the last stroke–the painted decoration immediately above it continues further to the right until 
the break. Furthermore, the other examples of san in the dipinto have straight vertical bars at either end, so here such 
a stroke would be partially preserved. 
200 This is made clear by the decoration that runs above the first line in fragments (a-d): a series of parallel lines 
running around the body, below which is a zone with at least one palmette, cables, and a wavy line. In (a), the first 
line runs below this decorated zone, but in (b), where the wavy-line decoration runs out, the first line rises to take its 
place, immediately below the parallel lines; the first line of (c) continues below the parallel lines, as does (d). Jeffery 
suggested that the dipinto ran in a spiral, such that the first line would at some point (presumably near its beginning, 
where it would run into itself) drop to begin the second line (see n. 199). 
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Since little can be made of most of the scraps, I focus upon the sequence ξ]ένϝος τε φίλος 
καὶ π[ισ]τὸς ̣ἐταῖρος. Robertson well noted the sequence φίλος καὶ πιστὸς ἑταῖρος in Theognis 
(209, 332a), and we have just seen a similar example elsewhere in the Theognidea. Surely we are 
in the realm of sympotic discourse; it is possible that East Ionic poetry in particular here betrays 
its influence, in the psilotic spelling of ἐταῖρος (thus Wachter ad ITH 1). But who is both a 
xenos and an (h)etairos, guest-friend and comrade? In the Iliad, the Lycian Glaucus berates 
Hector for forsaking Sarpedon, who was both to Hector. (σχέτλι’, ἐπεὶ Σαρπηδόν’ ἅμα ξεῖνον 
καὶ ἑταῖρον / κάλλιπες 17.150-51). The combination is powerful and denotes a very close and 
significant relationship, based upon ties of both comradeship (perhaps in arms, as with Sarpedon) 
and guest-friendship.201 Similarly, philos xenos points to a strong claim of hospitality: in the 
previous chapter we saw Menekrates commemorated as proxenos damou philos.202  
Unfortunately, we cannot determine whether this characterization is directed at a specific, 
named individual (such as someone known to a hypothetical commissioner of the vessel), or if 
the epigram exhibited the sort of open language encountered above with the numerous examples 
of clauses beginning “whoever....” In either case, the fact that the poem is a dipinto applied pre-
firing suggests that it was part of the decorative program of the vessel and intended to be read by 
its future owner(s) and any of his friends who saw the vessel when wine was poured.   
But one more feature of this oinochoe speaks in favor of a generic reading of the poem: on its 
base is painted in miniature an oinochoe of similar shape to the actual vessel and with painted 
                                                
201 Cf. Hes. Op. 183 οὐδὲ ξεῖνος ξεινοδόκωι καὶ ἑταῖρος ἑταίρωι. West (1978) ad loc. notes that οὐδὲ would be 
normal in place of καὶ; I wonder whether the copula actually unites the two expressions (rather than adding another 
negated one to the list).   
202 At Il. 6.224 Diomedes thus describes Glaucus during the exchange of arms; at Od. 21.40, Odysseus keeps the 
bow given him by Eurytus at home as a μνῆμα ξείνοιο φίλοιο. Cf. Eur. El. 83, Orestes’ characterization of Pylades. 
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geometric designs–Robertson, citing a few parallels, dubs it a sort of “‘self-portrait,203’” a true 
mise en abyme. Since the base is fragmentary and Robertson points out that the ‘self-portrait’ 
could have been part of a larger composition, it is difficult to reconstruct the semantics of the 
painting. But this image, tucked away on the bottom of the vessel such that it would be seen only 
when the wine was poured, can be understood as the visual counterpart to the meta-sympotic 
discourse that is often observable in sympotic verse.204 That is, the sympotic connotation of wine 
jugs was evoked precisely when this wine jug was in use. The poem thus perhaps introduced as 
well the sympotic theme of philia, sparking conversation, debate, and poetic performances on 
every occasion when the vessel was used.   
Let us now consider a somewhat later poetic dipinto, one made by a known and celebrated 
pot-painter. Like the Ithacan example, this one too touches on the theme of philia, although with 
a more overtly erotic dimension. It appears, however, that, like examples of generic ho pais kalos 
and some of the sexual vituperations considered above, this one was open-ended in its ambit.  
The vessel, published by M. Ohly-Dumm, is a tripod pyxis (for ointment or cosmetics) 
decorated by the Amasis painter and found at the sanctuary of Aphaia on Aegina (dated ca. 540; 
fig. 19a-c).205 On each of the three legs appears a separate scene. In A, Athena (labeled) and 
Herakles meet in battle Kyknos (labeled) and Ares (labeled), while Zeus (labeled) stands in a 
lower plane, restraining Kyknos’ arm with his own and staring at Herakles. Leg B depicts 
Tyndareos (labeled) bidding his sons goodbye (Kastor is labeled).  
Leg C has 8 nude males: three pairs of lovers with two onlookers (none is preserved as far as 
the head). At left stands one with a javelin and aryballos, with the dipinto [καλό]ς. Next, to the 
                                                
203 Robertson (1948) 81 with parallels at n. 2. See Snodgrass (2000) 30 on sympotic vessels depicting other 
sympotic vessels. For humor and metasympotics in general in symposium scenes on vessels, see Lissarrague (1990).  
204 See Hobden (2013) 22-65 on metasympotics. 
205  Ohly-Dumm (1985) 236-38; the fragments were reportedly found in the excavations of the temple in 1970 and 
1972, but a promised full publication has never appeared. See recently Yatromanolakis (2016) 3 with figs. 3a-e. 
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right, is a couple facing each other, the one on the left (“probably bearded”206), has his right hand 
up as if to touch or gesture to his partner’s face, while, with his left, he reaches around to 
embrace his partner so closely that he manages (rather contrary to anatomy) to grasp the 
partner’s erect penis. In the middle, a youth, a dog at his side, carries a hare (evidently a gift) to 
another figure, behind whom stands another couple facing each other, then an onlooker. The boy 
with the hare has the dipinto [Ἀνθ]έμι[ο]ν ⁝ καλό[ς]; behind his lover is the artist’s signature, 
[Ἄμασις μεποί]εσεν. Between the last couple is the dipinto [Ἀπρο]φάσιστος. 
 But it is upon A with its mythical battle-scene that we find, squeezed at right, behind Ares, a 
snippet of poetry:  
Ἔλιος οἶδεν καὶ ἐγὸ μhόνος ⁝ αὐτὸς παῖδα καλ|όν 
“Helios207 and I myself alone208 know a beautiful boy209 or (the?) boy (is) beautiful.” 
The editor interprets the metre as the end of one Greater Asclepiad and (after the interpunct) the 
beginning of another, citing the frequency of that metre in the Attic skolia.210 I find it preferable, 
however, to analyze the metre as two independent cola and to interpret the dipinto as a complete 
sentence.211  
“Helios” is presumbably the deity, who is paired with the anonymous “I,” who, “alone” 
among mortals, knows the pais (defined either predicatively or attributively as kalos). This 
                                                
206 Thus Ohly-Dumm (1985) 237, evidently assuming that the figure is the erastes, who is typically bearded. 
Davidson (2007) 610 describes the pair as “locked together intercrurally,” but, while their knees touch, there is no 
intercrural penetration.  
207 See Threatte GAI I 493-94 on the omission of the aspirate in early Attic inscriptions and dipinti.  
208 Cf. Hdt. 3.71 ἐγὼ ... αὐτὸς μοῦνος. Alternatively, we may interpret as the adverb, “Helios and I alone likewise 
know....” 
209 For a person as acc. obj. of this verb, cf. Il. 19.115-20 ἔνθ’ ἄρα ᾔδη / ἰφθίμην ἄλοχον, 20.203 ἴδμεν δὲ τοκῆας, 
Od. 4.551 τούτους μὲν δὴ οἶδα. 
210 Ohly-Dumm (1985) 237-38, who argues that the (separate) verses are therefore independent (albeit incomplete) 
statements: “...Helios knows and I alone” and “the beautiful boy he himself (Helios) has...” See Threatte GAI I 25-
26 for the spelling μh- in Attic.  
211 The dipinto scans ‒⏑⏑‒‒⏑⏑‒⏑×|‒‒‒⏑⏑‒. The first colon is known to be an independent form, for it is found at 
Lesb. Incert. fr. 1 Voigt (who labels it glxc) and as the final colon in the epode of SLG 151 (usually ascribed to 
Ibycus), which West (1985) 52 labels dodc (a dodrans being an acephalus glyconic). The second colon is, of course, 
merely D (a ‘hemiepes’). Cf. Immerwahr’s (1990) 36-37 translation and brief discussion. 
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contrasts interestingly with some of the kalos inscriptions considered above in which the beloved 
is named and, as I argued, acclaimed by several speakers as kalos/e. Here, the painter plays with 
the theme of the anonymous, generic pais, which we have discussed above, and conceals his 
identity from all but the speaker and Helios. But, as I suggested above, these roles are open: 
could “Helios” be a person? Who is the “I”? The pais is, according to the poem, virtually 
unknown, and the reader is driven to ask: Who is he? The poem, coupled with the kalos-
inscriptions on leg C and the martial themes of the images on A and B, suggest that the program 
of images and inscriptions addresses the ideals of male youth. But, like the stock-names 
Anthemion (“Flowering,” “Blooming”) and Aprophasistos (“Ready,” “Giving no Excuse”) the 
epigram can be made to refer to anyone a reader may wish.  
It has been remarked, however, by several scholars that the verse is on the ‘wrong’ leg of the 
vessel: Immerwahr, for example, declares that “the inscription is erotic and not related to the 
scene.”212 True, the decoration of the legs is very full, and the verse occupies seemingly the only 
available spot, the line undulating to maximize the available space (the last two letters are even 
squeezed in a second line, boustrophedon). But the implied distinction between martial themes 
and the discourse of pais kalos is belied by the overall decorative program, which freely mixes 
both, as in the scene of Tyndareos bidding goodbye to his sons, where war and philia intersect. 
An ancient reader of the vessel could have construed the verse with the mythical scene: 
Iolaos, for example, who accompanies Herakles very often as his charioteer, is in cult the hero of 
young men, as at the Iolaeion at Thebes, where, at his purported grave, erastes and eromenoi, 
according to Aristotle, made a pledge of pistis.213 Compare the Kyknos myth in the Hesiodic 
Shield, where Herakles addresses Iolaos as “much the most beloved of all mortals” (βροτῶν 
                                                
212 Immerwahr (1990) 36; cf. Shapiro (1995) 216, Davidson (2007) 609, Yatromanolakis (2016) 3. 
213 Arist. fr. 97 (apud Plu. Mor. 761d-e): ἐπὶ τοῦ τάφου τοῦ Ἰόλεω τὰς καταπιστώσεις ποιεῖσθαι τοὺς 
ἐρωμένους καὶ τοὺς ἐραστάς. 
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πολὺ φίλτατε πάντων, 78; cf. 95). Might a reader have identified Iolaos as the hidden 
“beautiful boy”? He is, at any rate, absent from the scene. The “I” of the verse could thus be put 
in the mouth of Herakles, or perhaps it suits that of a clever reader, who figures out the enigma 
of who is missing from the scene. The possible interpretations are multiple, and this is likely by 
the design of the artist, the celebrated Amasis painter, who intends his vessel to be prized, 
viewed, and discussed.214    
But what is the context for this bit of verse and the vessel upon which it stands? The vase is a 
type typically owned and used by women, but, as Immerwahr points out, the emphasis on 
masculine themes (war, pedersasty) is found in other early vessels made for women; we have 
also seen women like Sikele and Philista acclaimed as kale.215 The findspot of the vessel, in the 
sanctuary of Aphaia, suggests that its ultimate use was dedicatory, but, like the inscribed 
symposium-ware from the Hymettus sanctuary of Zeus, mentioned above (3.2), this does not 
preclude its use prior in other contexts: like the lekythos of Mirina or that of Tataie, it could have 
been used alike at drinking gatherings or a woman’s toilet, and recall as well the indefinite 
feminine “whoever” inscribed on the early Rhodian cup from Eretria ([vac.?]hὲ δ’ ἂν το[ , SEG 
41.866, discussed above, 3.3). It does indicate, however, that the sympotic discourse of philia, 
even when it is inflected with an erotic dimension, is not restricted or ‘private’; it even seems to 
be suitable for a goddess.    
3.7 Sympotic philia at the Grave 
Having now considered some examples of ‘generic’ sympotic philia, wherein the poetic 
discourse is potentially encountered in various and different contexts, we return to a very 
                                                
214 Shapiro (1995) esp. 216-17 takes this and similar examples of painted verse as evidence that Archaic Athens was 
socially less rigidly stratified than is sometimes supposed, for it shows that a pot-painter was not excluded from 
‘elite’ culture. 
215 Immerwahr (1990) 37. 
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particular context, that of funerary epigram. I will argue that in the following examples of philia-
inflected epigrams, most Archaic in date, the discourse of ‘the symposium’ can be detected.  
To be sure, the message in these epigrams is above all commemorative and laudatory, but the 
exuberant world of the symposium can also here be identified. Certainly the symposium is 
attested in funerary iconography as far back as the Archaic period:216 whether or not this pertains 
to funerary banqueting rituals, we may posit a simultaneous link with the symposium, which we 
have noted is not a single occasion or ritual. As in the previous chapter, I do not propose a 
specific generic influence, such as that of sympotic elegy on funerary epigram, but instead focus 
on the shared theme of philia.  
As we shall see, critics have been reluctant to identify friends (as opposed to family 
members) commemorating one another with funerary monuments. The evidence, I think, 
indicates that the habit is not as unusual as has been supposed.217 I begin with two Classical 
period examples. 
CEG 97 (~ IG I3 1295bis, Kerameikos, ca. 420-10?) is inscribed quasi-stoichedon in Ionic 
script upon a marble stele fragment (fig. 20):218 
πιστῆς ἡδείας τε χάρι|ν φιλότητος ἑταίρα vv| 
Εὔθυλλα στήλην τήνδ’ ἐ|πέθηκε τάφωι vac. 7| 
σῶι, Βιότη· μνήμηγ γὰρ v| ἀεὶ δακρυτὸν ἔχοσα vv| 
ἡλικίας τῆς σῆς κλαίv|ει ἀποφθιμένης. vac. 5 
                                                
216 Notably the so-called Totenmahlrelief: the interpretation of such scenes, when used in a funerary context, is 
debated; see Dentzer (1982) 529-57, Thönges-Stringaris (1965) 1-99 esp. 61-62. Compare also the painted funerary 
stele of Lyseas (Richter no. 70, figs. 159-60; on the epigram, CEG 53, see n. 313, below) which depicts a bearded 
man in a chiton holding a kantharos in his right hand and sprigs of laurel(?) in his left. 
217 Cf. Williams (2012) 259-354 for a similar claim about the commemoration of friends in Latin funerary 
inscriptions; I cite below in the notes some of these as comparanda.   
218 The letters are aligned vertically but the lines do not contain the same number of letters (editors do not indicate 
the empty letter-spaces); this arrangement allows each verse to stand divided between two lines. The first line is 
poorly preserved: I would print πιστῆς ἡδείας τε χάρι to indicate where letters are epigraphically ambiguous, but 
none of the readings is really in doubt (autopsy). 
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“On behalf of faithful and sweet friendship/love/affection, your companion,219 Euthylla, set this 
stele upon your grave, Biote. For, ever having tearful memory of your perished youth, she 
weeps.” 
W. C. Poland, the original editor, identifies Euthylla and Biote as female friends and 
companions, and this remains the most plausible interpretation.220 I noted above the debate 
concerning the origin and nature of hetaira in the sense often translated “courtesan,”221 but even 
if the word could have had such a euphemistic meaning at the date of this epigram, we have here 
two women: there is little evidence to support the conclusion that hetaira can designate a 
woman’s sexual partner.222  
We have observed how the quality of trust (pistis) is presented as an essential feature of male 
friendships, and here we find the same of female friendship. Although helikia can designate any 
“time of life,” it here likely means that Biote died in her prime. Poland further speculates that 
Biote was a foreigner, for he finds it remarkable that a friend, instead of a family member, would 
                                                
219 Given the word order, ἑταίρα is best taken as nom., but the voc. cannot, I think, be ruled out. 
220 Perhaps cf. CEG 38 (Kerameikos, ca. 530?) a single, fragmentary hexameter inscribed on a stepped base for a 
seated statue: one woman, Terpo, commemorates another, Melis(s)a, but neither is characterized in any way other 
than the specification that Melis(s)a is dead. 
221 See n. 173. Davidson (1997) 73-136 shows that hetairai (in the sense often translated as “courtesan”) are 
companions to men, and, while their relationship may include sex, it is not reducible to it.  
222 Sappho once refers to her (plural) hetairai (fr. 160 V) and calls Niobe and Lato philai hetairai (fr. 142 V), both 
of which Athenaeus cites (13.571d) to illustrate the still current meaning “close friend” (τὰς συνήθεις καὶ φίλας) as 
opposed to “courtesan.” Sappho fr. 126 V, “may you sleep on the breast of your tender companion” (δαύοις 
ἀπάλας ἐτα⟨ί⟩ρας ἐν στήθεσιν) could refer to a (sexual) lover, but we do not know the gender of the addressee 
(unless we read the fem. participle δαύοις’, suggested by Bergk) and lack all context. Pindar has parthenoi singing 
marriage songs: they are either hetairai or, if we read the dative singular, they sing to their companion, i.e., the bride 
(ἅλικες / οἷα (i.e., marriage songs) παρθένοι φιλέοισιν ἑταῖραι (ἑταίραι Snell)/ ἑσπερίαις ὑποκουρίζεσθ’ ἀοιδαῖς 
P. 3.17-19); in either case the word again designates close female friends (thus also P. 9.19). Plato (Symp. 191e5, 
with Rowe [1998] ad loc.) uses (perhaps coins) ἑταιρίστριαι to denote women who shun men in sexual preference 
for women: the word is the agent noun of ἑταιρίζω and thus probably derives from the middle “make a companion 
to oneself,” meaning “a woman who makes others a companion to herself,” i.e. she takes the role of a man; this is 
the connotation of the word in its only other occurrence, Luc. DMeret. 5.2. It is thus not clear that Plato’s term 
depends on hetaira meaning “female lover/sexual partner,” and the very fact that he uses or coins the word indicates 
that hetaira was inadequate to designate female-female sexual partners. 
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commemorate the deceased in this fashion.223 As we shall see, there are several parallels for 
precisely this scenario. In any event, Euthylla provides two reasons for making her memorial, 
both indicative of their strong bond–Biote’s exceptional philotes and Euthylla’s own everlasting 
memory of her. Similar praise, from the comrades of a deceased woman, is found in a 
contemporary epigram.  
CEG 92 (~ IG I3 1329, near Piraeus, ca. 420-400?224) is inscribed, largely in Ionic script,225 
upon a now-lost stele above two names that were evidently inscribed as labels for a painting of 
two women: 
Ἀνθεμίδος τόδε σῆμα· κύκλωι στεφα|νοῦσ⟨ι⟩ν ⟨ἑ⟩ταῖροι226 
μνημείων ἀρετῆς | οὕνεκα καὶ φιλίας. 
 
Ἡροφίλε.    Ἀνθεμίς.  
“This (is) the sema of Anthemis: in a circle, her companions crown (her / the sema ) with 
mnemeia because of her arete and philia.227 
Herophile. Anthemis.” 
Anthemis’ companions–plural–are unnamed, unless Herophile is one of them. The only parallel I 
have noted for such discrepant name-tags in the nominative–i.e., one evidently not being for the 
                                                
223 Poland (1890-97) 360-62. The name is best attested in Attica (11 in LGPN 2a), but the present Biote seems to be 
the earliest. 
224 A date prior to the Peloponnesian war has also been suggested: see discussion at IG I3 1329.  
225 See Threatte GAI I 37 for the exception, the use of old Attic epsilon in Ἡροφίλε. 
226 στεφα|νουσνιταιροι lap. The editor of IG I3 1329, reporting the same reading, prints -οῦσ⟨ι⟩ν ἑτ, which suggests 
to me that the editor in fact reads (part of) a hasta at the beginning of the noun, not iota.  
227 The syntax has not been understood. Hansen ad loc. insists that μνημείων depends on οὕνεκα, but the parallel he 
adduces merely shows that the noun can govern arete, etc., which is not at issue: “because of mnemeia of arete” 
yields no sense. Aeschin. 3.10 (στεφανοῦσθαι ἀρετῆς ἕνεκα) suggests otherwise, as do later parallels from 
honorific inscriptions: IG II2 1214.29-32 (300-250) στεφανοῦ|σι Πειραιεῖς ... | ... ἀρετῆς ἕνεκα καὶ εὐνοί|ας τῆς..., 
cf. IG II2 1247.15-17 (mid-3rd c.), 1297.15-16 (ca. 237/6). Hiller von Gaertringen (IG I2 1037+) suggested “circa 
stelam” for κύκλωι ... μνημείων, but this is hard to extract from the Greek. I suggest that μνημείων is governed by 
the verb, which can take a genitive ‘of material’ without an intervening dative, as at Dio. Chr. 9.10 (ἐστεφανώσατο 
τῆς πίτυος, “he was crowned with (a crown of) pine”), Longus 2.31 (στεφανώσαντες πίτυος).  
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deceased–is found in CEG 95 (Callithea, end of fifth c.). There, the stele depicts an older 
woman, seated, who holds up a bird: she is labled Νικοβόλη. Before her stands a youth holding a 
lyre and rabbit; he is labeled Φυρκίας, the deceased (identifed as such by the epigram). The 
epigram refers to Phurkias’ father, but it makes no mention of a woman.228 
Returning to Anthemis and her hetairoi, we may note that the latter are, grammatically at 
least, masculine. They may, however, have been comprised of men and women both.229 
Whatever their identity and number, they elected to commemorate Anthemis for her arete and 
philia–she was a good friend to them. Their role in her commemoration is highlighted in the 
epigram: surrounding her grave in a circle they crown her with mnemeia, that is, her tombstone 
with its epigram and painted figures.230 Alternatively, it is the stele itself that they crown. In the 
previous chapter, we noted the evidence for actual crowns or garlands left at graves by mourners 
(2.3.6); for the practice in later epigram, compare AP 7.187 (Pollianus), where the aged woman 
Niko is said to have “crowned” (ἐστεφάνωσε) the grave of the parthenos Melite. Here, however, 
the “crowning” by the hetairoi occurs in the present, and the explicit reference in the poem is 
unusual.  
                                                
228 κεῖσαι πατρὶ γόον δούς, Φυρκία· | εἰ δέ τίς ἐστι | 
τέρψις ἐν ἡλικίαι, τήνδε θανὼν | ἔλιπες.  
“You lie (here) giving wailing to your father, Phurkias. But if there is any joy in youth, this you left when you died.” 
229 Conceivably, Herophile could have been the lone commemorator, her epigram employing a ‘plural of majesty’ 
(in tragedy, when a woman uses the plural when speaking of herself alone, the masc. pl. is used for any words in 
agreement: Smyth 1009, Barrett (1964) ad E. Hipp. 349, 670-71). But κύκλωι in the epigram implies a group: see 
discussion in text.  
230 The plural is usual in this sense: LSJ s.v. 2. For such a metaphorical use of “crowning,” compare the epigram of 
Mandrokles, reported by Herodotus (4.88) as written on a painting depicting his bridging of the Bosporus for Darius 
that was dedicated in the Samian Heraion: 
Βόσπορον ἰχθυόεντα γεφυρώσας ἀνέθηκε 
Μανδροκλέης Ἥρῃ μνημόσυνον σχεδίης, 
αὑτῷ μὲν στέφανον περιθείς, Σαμίοισι δὲ κῦδος,     
Δαρείου βασιλέος ἐκτελέσας κατὰ νοῦν.    
“Having bridged the fish-filled Bosporus, Mandrokles dedicated to Hera a mnemosynon of (his) pontoon, putting a 
crown on himself, and glory on the Samians, by accomplishing the purpose of king Darius.” While his action earned 
him a “crown” and the Samians glory, these are accomplished by the dedication, which is characterized as a 
mnemosynon.  
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Although crowns or garlands were used in various contexts, they were particularly the 
adornment of participants at symposia as, for example, Anacreon, attests (PMG 51). In addition, 
we have seen how the circulation of vessels at symposia was typical, and Węcowski underscores 
that the arrangement was specifically circular: compare especially the iambic trimeter from 
Euripides’ Cretan Women, “as for the rest, rejoice as the kylix goes around in a circle” (τὰ δ’ 
ἄλλα χαῖρε κύλικος ἑρπούσης κύκλῳ, fr. 468 TrGF).231 Perhaps the epigram thus evokes the 
symposium: the deceased is awarded the crown for philia by her encircling hetairoi.232 Such an 
evocative description of comrades honoring their friend is reminiscent of an earlier epigram from 
Troezen, which returns us to the Archaic period.  
CEG 139 (Troezen, ca. 500?), consisting of three dactylic hexameters, is inscribed vertically 
on a tall column (2.15 m. in height; the first line is at right, the second to its left, the third line 
continuing in false boustrophedon) that seems originally to have supported a marble statue: 
Πραξιτέλει τόδε μνᾶμα ϝίσον ποίϝεσε θανό[ντι], 
[τ]οῦτο δ’ ἑταῖροι | σᾶμα χέαν βαρέα στενάχοντες 
ϝέργον ἀντ’ ἀγ[α]θο͂ν κἐπάμερον | ἐξετέλεσα[ν]. 
“For Praxiteles, who is dead, Wison made this mnama; and this sama his companions, groaning 
heavily, heaped up in return for his good deeds, and they completed it in one day.” 
Just as Anthemis’ companions (hetairoi) ‘crowned’ her grave with a stele, those of Praxiteles 
erect his sama, which presumably refers to the massive column (the verb is traditional 
diction).233 One may also observe how one of the hetairoi, Wison, seems to be singled out as the 
                                                
231 Węcowski (2014) 38-39 with references (crowns) and 85-96 and passim (circulation).  
232 The verb also suits a woman named Anthemis. 
233 Cairns (2016) 331 understands the mnama to be the column, the sama the tomb in general (he compares CEG 83, 
“T[his is] the mnema lying upon the sama of an excellent man...”), but I suppose that the mnama may be the putative 
marble sculpture, which Wison “made,” whereas the “heaped up” sama is the giant column, which indeed will have 
caused the hetairoi to groan as they set it up. But cf. CEG 42 (near Piraeus gate, ca. 525?), where the commemorator 
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one responsible for producing the mnema;234 we have seen similarly that one of the name-labels 
on Anthemis’ monument may specify one of her hetairoi, Herophile.   
We can only speculate as to the nature of Praxiteles’ good erga that merited such a memorial, 
but the concrete word is remarkable in place of abstract terms such as arete or philia. Perhaps 
this illustrates the logos-ergon opposition: Praxiteles proved that he was a true friend by his 
actions. The magnitude of these good erga is indicated by the huge column that his hetairoi erect 
in return, groaning both in grief and from exertion. 
Such emphasis on a friend’s erga is typical of sympotic discourse (though of course it is not 
unique to this context). Two examples from the Theognidea will suffice: μή μοι ἀνὴρ εἴη 
γλώσσηι φίλος, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἔργωι. (“May a fellow not be my friend in word (lit., in tongue) but 
actually in deed,” 979). τῶν ἀγαθῶν ἐσθλὴ μὲν ἀπόκρισις, ἐσθλὰ δὲ ἔργα· / τῶν δὲ κακῶν 
ἄνεμοι δειλὰ φέρουσιν ἔπη. (“Excellent is the judgment of the agathoi, and excellent their 
deeds; but the winds carry the worthless words of the kakoi,” 1167-68).  
Whereas Theognis and his similars disclose their anxiety about failed friendships or the 
breakdown of pistis,235 Praxiteles’ friends affirm that he lived up to the ideal. Certainly this 
positivity is in part attributable to the context (nobody is commemorated as an OK friend),236 but 
the theme of the praise and the commemorators’ self-identification as hetairoi may point to the 
symposium as the source of inspiration. This is not to claim that the epigram reproduces or is 
modeled on sympotic poetry; rather, the epigram’s focus may have connoted for readers 
elements of the symposium. Praxiteles’ hetairoi may have considered such commemoration 
                                                                                                                                                       
μνε͂μα ἐποίει, whereas the sculptor Endoios signs with the same verb, Ἔνδοιος κ[α]ὶ τόνδ’ ἐποίε. For the second 
verb, cf. (e.g.) Il. 6.419 (ἠδ’ ἐπὶ σῆμ’ ἔχεεν), 7.86 (σῆμά τέ οἱ χεύωσιν ἐπὶ πλατεῖ Ἑλλησπόντωι).     
234 Ecker (1990) 121-22 with n. 323 makes a similar point. 
235 See Donlan (1995) 223-44. 
236 Similarly, Latin epitaphs sometimes designate the deceased simply as a “friend” (amicus/a), and in other cases 
this is further modified by words like optimus/a or bene merens, but in both Greek and Latin to refer to the deceased 
as a “friend” is praise in itself.   
 196 
especially appropriate if it recalled symposia that they had shared with the deceased (though we 
must also beware of inferring biography from such poetry).   
There are several other Archaic funerary epigrams that either may have been commissioned 
by a friend of the deceased or that emphasize philia in some fashion in praising the deceased. We 
survey these now. Note that I discuss only epigram: were one to survey all epitaphs, doubtless 
more examples would be found.  
An early forerunner of hetairoi-commissioned funerary monuments like CEG 92 and 139 is 
CEG 164 (ca. 600-550?), inscribed boustrophedon on a fragment of a limestone stele from 
Cyrene, a North African colony founded by Therans in the later seventh century. It seems to be 
the beginning and end of an epigram of one or more hexameter verses: 
Κοίσονος στάλα [–ca.?–]| 
[–ca.?–] ἔστασαν ἑταῖρο[ι]. 
“Koison’s stala [...] (his) hetairoi set [me/it] up.” 
CEG 171 (corr. apud CEG II), a later example, inscribed quasi-stoichedon on a stone stele 
from the Nile Delta (Tell Nebesheh, ca. 475-400?),237 indicates how the hetairoi of the deceased 
lament his death away from homeland and family. The metrically unconventional epigram 
includes some interesting biographical details:238 
ἐνθάδ’ ἄνωρος | ἐὼν ἔθανον, vvv | θῆκαν δέ μ’ ἑταῖ|ροι : 
νόσφι τοκέ|͜[ων]· τηλῶ πατρίδ|[ο]ς ἡμετέρης : 
κεῖ[μ]αι ἄλαστα π⟨α⟩θὼ|ν ἠέλιον προλι|πών, : 
οὐδὲ τοκέ͜ω|ν ἐγ χερσὶ θανὼν | Ἀί{ι}δην θεραπεύω. :| 
                                                
237 The top of the stele is curved, such that the first few lines accommodate fewer letters than those below. 
Underlined letters were added subsequently; they are smaller and were squeezed in near the upper level of the line in 
which they stand. 
238 The metre is hex || D | D || D | D || hex || hex || D | D |||. See Hansen ad loc. on the admixture of Doric and Ionic 
forms.  
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αὐτὰρ ἔμοιγ’ ὄν|υμ’ ἐστὶ Κόβων Σάκ|ε͜ω υἱός. ἁπάντων : 
πρ|εσχύτατος (sic) παίδων ἐς ἔ|ρεβος κατέβην.   
“Here I died before my time, and my comrades buried me,239 away from my parents: far from240 
our fatherland I lie here,241 having suffered wretchedly, leaving the sun, and, dying not in the 
arms of my parents, I serve Hades. But my name is Kobon, son of Sakes. Eldest of all the 
children, I descended to Erebos.” 
At the end of the epigram, as if in compensation for his death away from his parents (cf. αὐτὰρ, 
v. 5), the comrades of Kobon dutifully record his father’s name and the fact that he was the 
eldest of his siblings (a pathetic loss). They evidently were from the same city as Kobon (“our 
fatherland,” v. 2), but they do not record what that city was.242 
CEG 70 (~ IG I3 1231, Athens, Christou Lada st., near Syntagma, ca. 500?) is inscribed on a 
marble base that bears cuttings for a stele and two columns. It is composed in iambic trimeters 
(fig. 21a-b): 
Φιλοιτίο καὶ Κτεσίο τὸ σε͂μα· καὶ 
⟨× ‒⟩ μ’ ἐποίεσεν φίλος Δεχ[σ]ανδρίδε[ς]| 
ἀδελφο͂⟨ι⟩243 hαυτο͂ μνε͂μα κἀκένοι τάδε.  
“The sema (is) Philoitios’ and Ktesios’. And philos Dexandrides made me <beautiful?>.244 For 
the brother of himself and for this one, these245 (are) a mnema.” 
                                                
239 For the deceased as the accusative object of this verb, cf. CEG 37 and, with the compound (kata-), CEG 66. 
Alternatively, θῆκαν δέ μ’ might more readily remind a reader of the “speaking object” epigram, in which case the 
unsignaled changes of speaker might cause difficulty for the reader. 
240 The reading τηλῶ, adopted by Hansen in his corrigenda in CEG II, exhibits a confusion of ω and ου. 
241 Perhaps place the colon at the end of v. 1 and a comma within v. 2, “my comrades buried me: away from my 
parents, far from our fatherland, I lie....” This conforms to the punctuation on the stone, which is arguably more 
relevant than the issue of asyndeton in v. 2. 
242 Masson (1974) 73-76, supposing that the city was Ionian, analyzes the names Kobon and Sakes and conjectures 
that they were from Miletus. 
243 ἀδελφο͂ lap.; the word must be read with ‘epic’ correption if it is to suit the metre. We have met earlier in this 
chapter instances of metrically ‘improper’ epigrams in iambic rhythm. Perhaps this is a similar example, in another 
context. 
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 The phrasing of the last verse tells us that Dexandrides is the brother of one–not both–of the 
deceased. We do not know which is which (ekeinos often, but not invariably, means “the 
former”), nor do we know what relationship Deksandrides had with the other, or what 
relationship existed between the deceased, except that they were not brothers. But Dexandrides 
does describe himself as philos, which is appropriate in reference to a family relation, as well as 
to a friend.246  
I suggest that the three were perhaps all friends; Philoitios and Ktesios must have been 
sufficiently close such that they were buried together and commemorated by the brother of one 
of them. Indeed, Dexandrides characterizes himself as philos, which applies equally to his 
brother and the other dead man.247 Compare the cup of Pericles, discussed above (3.4), which 
may memorialize the statesman and his brother alongside several other non-kin philoi. What this 
epigram shows is that such expressions of philia were made also at the grave: not only is this a 
joint burial made by a friend, but it also testifies to the practice of burying and commemorating 
non-kin together in Archaic Athens. 
Contrast CEG 26 (~ IG I3 1265, Kalyvia Kuvara, ca. 540-30?), inscribed on part of a stele 
that was probably adorned with a relief, in which the commemorated are evidently brother and 
sister. Again, the epigram is in iambic trimeters: 
τόδ’ Ἀρχίο ’στι σε͂μα : κἀ|δελφε͂ς φίλες, : 
                                                                                                                                                       
244 Probably an adjective, such as kalon, has been inadvertently omitted: see Hansen ad loc. 
245 See Hansen ad loc. for parallels for the syntax μ’... μνε͂μα ... τάδε. The demonstrative pronoun is presumably 
plural because of the form of the monument (there are few parallels for confusion between alpha and omicron: 
Threatte GAI I 130). But the syntax is also smoothed if we read a stop after the second verse (as I translate): a reader 
of the stone actually has to pause here and return to the left side of the base in order to continue with the third verse.   
246 Compare discussion in 2.3.1 of Menekrates, who is commemorated as philos proxenos of the demos. 
247 Williams (2012) 296-54 offers a typology of Latin epitaphs that involve friends in various configurations; the 
present example is best paralleled by his category 2(a), commemoration of friends along with the deceased’s spouse, 
children and/or kin: for example (317), in an epitaph from Libarna (CIL 5.7430, first or second c. AD), one Gaius 
Lucretius Genialis commemorates his 18-year-old friend Gaius Catius Martialis, along with Martialis’ father, 
grandfather, and grandmother: Genialis designates himself their amicus, much as Dexandrides in our epigram 
designates himself philos.  
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Εὐκοv|σμίδες : δὲ τοῦτ’ ἐποί|εσεν καλόν, : 
στέλε|ν : δ’ ἐπ’ αὐτο͂ι : θε͂κε Φ|αίδιμοσοφός.   
“This is the sema of Archios and his phile sister: Eukosmides produced248 this beautiful (sema), 
and skilled Phaidimos249 made250 the stele upon it.” 
Eukosmides does not indicate the nature of his relationship to the deceased, but, as with “philos 
Dexandrides” in CEG 70, it is possible that the sister was dear (phile) to both her brother and the 
commemorator. Ecker, comparing the sentiment of Praxiteles’ monument (CEG 139, above), 
suggests that it is more likely that Eukosmides was a friend or a family member other than the 
deceased’s father than that he was their father, a role that is so often identified explicitly in 
Archaic funerary epigram.251 
Iambic trimeters are not often met in lapidary epigrams of the Archaic period, and they are 
especially rare in sepulchral epigram: besides CEG 26 and 70, I can cite from Athens only CEG 
49 (Keratea, Attica, ca. 520-500?), a single trimeter, perhaps not correctly restored.252 But we 
have encountered them often in the sympotic graffiti discussed above. The formal connection is 
                                                
248 Ecker (1990) 146 with n. 436 rightly observes that the verb here refers to the establishment or production of the 
monument, not its actual manufacture, and well compares verse 2 of Menekrates’ epigram (cf. Chapter 2), where the 
damos produces the monument. Cf. also CEG 70 and 139, just discussed above. 
249 The stone has one sigma doing ‘double duty’ for the end of Phaidimos’ name and beginning of the adjective. See 
Threatte GAI I 511-13, 575 for such haplography in early Attic texts; he argues that the phenomenon is merely 
orthographic and is no indication of pronunciation. The sculptor is attested also in CEG 14 (Attica, unknown 
findspot, ca. 560-50?) inscribed on a statue or stele base and CEG 18 (Vurva, Attica, ca. 550-40?) on a stepped 
statue base. In CEG 14, Phaidimos’ signature is not part of the poem (an elegiac distich), although it does continue 
the line on the stone at the poem’s end. In CEG 18, the sculptor incorporates his name as the end of the elegiac 
distich: καλὸν ἰδε͂ν | αϝὐτάρ ⁝ Φαίδιμος ⁝ ἐργάσα|το (“...beautiful to behold. But Phaidimos wrought (me).”). 
250 Unusually, given the context, the verb must mean this in light of Phaidimos’ designation sophos: LSJ s.v. B I (cf. 
CEG 14 and 18 for the sculptor Phaidimos); cf. Ecker (1990) 149.  
251 Ecker (1990) 146-47. 
252 The inscription is now lost, and the line drawings of it do not agree. CEG 56 (base, Thorikos, ca. 510-500?) is 
very fragmentary but Hansen suggested that it could be iambic. Outside of Athens, we find CEG 121 (stele, Larisa, 
ca. 450?), restored as two trimeters followed by prose, but it is too fragmentary to be certain. CEG 151 (stone, near 
Delphi, in Naxian(?) script, ca. 500-475?), restored as two trimeters, is most probably (pace Hansen) a dedication; 
cf. CEG 365. CEG 162 (Thasos, ca. 500-490?) is three trimeters, but it is probably not funerary: see 4.1 for 
discussion. CEG 663 (=147a, stone stele, Megara Hyblaea, ca. 500-485?) is a single trimeter, the metre evidently 
chosen because of the father’s name: “The daughter of Hagias, Kaprogonon’s, am I.” There is no hint of sorrow; see 
below. 
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admittedly tenuous, but when combined with the theme of philia that is so prominent at the 
symposium, one wonders whether the form and expression alike of these funerary epigrams 
could be associated with the poetic discourse of the symposium.  
Again, I am not suggesting that there was a specific generic influence, rather that the use of 
the lively iambic rhythm would perhaps have evoked for readers a convivial atmosphere. While 
in both cases the metre may have been selected in part because of the cretics in the personal 
names, we have far more examples of dactylic epigrams that accommodate such names by 
artificially lengthening or shortening one of the syllables (see Chapter 2 n. 233). Once the poet or 
commissioner opted for the iambic metre, its association with the symposium perhaps naturally 
discouraged certain forms of expression; for example, it is worth noting that neither epigram 
makes any mention of sorrow or lamentation, while these are typical of contemporary dactylic 
epitaphs. In any case, the metre, so unusual for funerary epigram, combined with the theme of 
philia, could have connoted the symposium.253 We must recall as well that the epigram of both 
monuments will have been complemented on the stele by a relief or painting that otherwise 
framed the commemoration of the deceased, perhaps, for example, depicting a figure with a 
drinking cup, as on the stele of Lyseas (see n. 215).  
But several other epigrams that employ the more usual dactylic rhythm may equally suggest 
an association with the symposium and its emphasis on friendship.254 Compare CEG 141 (~ IG 
IX2 197, Kostaritsa, territory of Ophioneis, Aitolia, 5th c.?) inscribed in a counterclockwise circle 
around the edge of the face of a stone slab:  
                                                
253 Compare the discussion at FH 167. See West (1974) 22-39 on the early genre of iambus (where, however, ritual 
performance is considered to be its origin), whence, later in antiquity, the name of the metre derived; see esp. 33-34 
on the evidence that tetrameters were preferred for serious topics, which recommended their use for the dialogue of 
early tragedy. Trimeters, it seems, were livelier than tetrameters. For a full discussion of the genre of iambus, see 
Rotstein (2010).  
254 Archilochus 11 and 13 W, among other fragments of elegy, are often adduced in discussions of the connection 
between elegy and sepulchral epigram: see 2.4.3 on this topic.   
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[‒]ριχίνας τοι σ|ᾶμα, φί|λε Πολε[μαῖ’, | ἐπονέ]|θε.  
“–richinas [labor]ed [at] (this) sama for you, philos Pole[maies].”  
This is the reconstruction offered by most editors (who argue that the metre is ‘cured’ if we read 
as Πτολε[ ), but I wonder whether the deceased could be a woman (φί|λε as fem. sg. voc.). In 
either case, the commemorator characterizes the deceased as a philos/e, with no indication of a 
kin relationship.255 
CEG 51 (~ IG I3 1219, Kerameikos, ca. 510?) is inscribed on a marble base for a stele (fig. 
22a-b): 
οἰκτίρο προσορο͂[ν] | παιδὸς τόδε σε͂μα | θανόντος ⁝ 
Σμικύθ[ο] | hός τε φίλον ὄλεσε|ν ἔλπ’ (sic) ἀγαθέν.  
“I lament beholding this sema of a dead boy, Smikythos, who destroyed the good expectation of 
his philoi.”256 
The epigram does not indicate who commissioned it. Smikythos’ philoi, who had high hopes for 
him, may refer to friends as well as family. Note that the epigram conflates the generic pais that 
we have met elsewhere with the specific pais Smikythos.257 To his philoi, the name Smikythos 
alone will have carried a host of associations and memories; to passersby, the death of any pais 
arouses lamentation, perhaps by encouraging thoughts of the sort “What if it were my pais?” or 
“What if it were my philos?”258  
                                                
255 Cf. CEG 140 (SEG 54.542, Vlachomandra, Aitolia, 7th c.?) Προμάθο τόδε σᾶμα φιλοξένο ἀνδρός, 
“Promathos’ (is) this sama–a hospitable man.” The metre is a dactylic pentameter, except the proper name yields an 
iamb for the first foot (see litt. in Hansen on the metre). Hansen reports the text as lost, but it is now displayed in the 
Aigrinio museum (no. 10); it runs up a tapered sandstone slab in tall, spindly letters; a later (Christian, modern?) 
inscription stands below, as well as to the right of the epigram, separated by a guideline. The dating of early Aitolian 
inscriptions is quite imprecise, for we have few texts.  
256 See the discussion of the first-person verb in the Ambracian cenotaph-epigram (2.4.3). 
257 Although pais can denote a parent’s “son,” the generic use is found clearly in CEG 91 (Athens, Syntagma, ca. 
420-400?): the deceased, Thy-, is in the first verse designated as a pais, but in the second verse called the son 
(hu(i)os) of Pistogenes.  
258 Cf. CEG 34 (Kerameikos, ca. 530?), where the generic aspect is directed explicitly at the reader: “Antilochos’: at 
the sema of a good and prudent man, begin to weep, since death awaits you too.” 
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Similarly, CEG 59 (~ IG I3 1223, Agora, ca. 510-500?), inscribed on a marble base, declares 
the grief of the deceased’s philoi: 
[‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒⏑⏑ ‒‒] 
[‒⏑ θα|ν]όντος ἔχοσι φίλοι [‒πέν|θ]ος ἄλαστον. 
“[...] for dead [...] his philoi have inconsolable grief.”259 
For both epigrams, compare Solon, in his elegiac poem correcting Mimnermus on the ideal age 
at which to die (fr. 20 W), who positively wishes (perhaps ironically or humorously?260) to leave 
such grief to his philoi: 
μηδέ μοι ἄκλαυτος θάνατος μόλοι, ἀλλὰ φίλοισι 
καλλείποιμι θανὼν ἄλγεα καὶ στοναχάς 
“Nor let a death devoid of weeping come upon me, but, when I die, may I leave behind grief and 
groans to my philoi.” (fr. 21 W). 
In the context of the symposium, where such verses will have been articulated, it seems likely 
that Solon’s philoi are chiefly his friends. The situation Solon has in mind may be illustrated by 
Archilochus’ elegiac poem concerned with the loss of several individuals at sea, addressed to one 
Pericles (13 W), whom the speaker addresses as his philos (v. 6), and whom he encourages to 
desist from his “womanly grief” (γυναικεῖον πένθος, v. 10).261 
                                                
259 Compare CEG 44 (~ IG I3 1275, Attica, unknown loc., ca. 520?, inscribed on the base of a marble statue), of 
which only part of a pentameter survives: [‒ ⏔ ‒] ἀγαθο|[‒]ε [φ]ίλοισι μόνον. See also CEG 115 (Thebes, ca. 
450?), an elegiac couplet inscribed on a stele of dark stone: [‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒] Θεόδορος ἑᾶς τε φίλοισι |/ [‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒
]ν θε͂κέ με τεῖδε ἐπί σοι. 
260 But cf. Cic. Tusc. Disp. 1.117 for an unfavorable comparison of Solon’s (ille sapiens) wish with Ennius’ more 
decorous sentiment, nemo me lacrimis decoret nec funera fletu / faxit (var. 17-18 V).  
261 Another epigram, found in the 1960s but only recently published, may also mention the grief of philoi. IG XII 
1241, from Kos (beginning of 5th c.?), is inscribed along a cymation on a fragment of marble. It is lacunose, and the 
metrical scheme is uncertain: 
πατέρ[α] προλιπο͂σα [.]ΟΜ[. .]ΦΙΛ - - - - 
Ἐμπεδοκράτη κεῖμ[α]ι, νύμφ’ ὀλο[ο͂ Ἀΐδαο]. 
οἰκτρὰ παθο͂σα φίλ[η] ΟΙΣΙΠΟΘΑ. - - - - - 
ματέρα τὰν ἐλεῶ κ[ἐ]ν Ἄιδαο δό[ματ’ ἐο͂σαν] 
“Leaving behind father [...] ?phil[...], I, Empedokrate, lie (here), bride of dead[ly Hades], having suffered pitiably, 
?phil[...], mother ?whom I pity, even [as she is] in Hades’ ha[lls].” Sironen (apud IG) suggests for l. 3 οἷσί ποθ’ 
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Two more funerary epigrams from Athens may have been commissioned by friends of the 
deceased. CEG 40 (~ IG I3 1243, Anavyssos, ca. 530-20?) is inscribed on a stele-base: 
τὀπικλέος παιδὸς Δαμα|σιστράτο ἐνθάδε σε͂μα | 
Πεισιάναχς κατέθεκε· τὸ | γὰρ γέρας ἐστὶ θανόντο[ς]. 
“The sema of Damasistratos, the son of Epikles, Peisianax here set down, for it is the honor due 
to him dead.” 
We cannot be certain of the relationship between Peisianax and the deceased, but he is certainly 
not his father.262 The locus classicus for the phrase τὸ γὰρ γέρας ἐστὶ θανόντων,263 Il. 16.457 
(cf. 16.675), refers to the tumbos and stele that the κασίγνητοί τε ἔται τε of Sarpedon are to 
erect for him in Lycia (16.456, 674). The first will mean “brothers” or “kin,” whereas the second 
in origin means “one’s own (people),” whence “distant relatives,” “fellow citizens,” or 
“companions.”264 A late-sixth-century epigram-composer may have characterized his 
commemoration of a friend or companion by echoing the Iliadic passage, which places the onus 
upon anyone connected to the deceased (cf. the discussion of ἀλ(λ)ά in Mnasitheios’ epigram, 
below, 3.7).265 As much is shown by Achilles’ call for the Myrmidons to weep for Patroclus, ὃ 
γὰρ γέρας ἐστὶ θανόντων (Il. 23.9), where the duty falls explicitly to Patroclus’ comrades.266  
                                                                                                                                                       
ἁ[έλιος –?–] or οἷσι ποθα[τὸς ἔην –?–]. I suggest instead φιλ[έ]οισι ποθατ[ός –?–], “long[ed] for by her philoi.” 
Although Empedokrate’s mother and father both seem to be mentioned, her philoi could include non-kin as well. Cf. 
CEG 175 [π]ολλο[ῖ]σι ποθενός and the similar examples cited in 2.4.8 (at n. 260). Line  2 implies that 
Empedokrate was unmarried (and probably young) when she died. I hope to study this new text more closely in 
future.   
262 Davies APF 377-78 identifies Peisianax as a member of the Alcmaeonidae. 
263 See Hansen ad loc. for epigraphical evidence in favor of restoring the singular in the epigram. 
264 See LfgrE s.v. ἔτ(ης) (the argument of the editor, M. Schmidt, that in this passage it cannot mean “companions” 
because all of Sarpedon’s companions are currently fighting at Troy is too schematic); Kirk (1990) ad 6.239. Beekes 
(2010) s.v. ἑταῖρος denies that word’s etymological connection with ἔτης.  
265 To be sure, the phrase must have been common in poetry. At Od. 24.296 the phrase is connected to Laius’ 
expectation that Odysseus’ mother, father, and wife would care for his burial, while at Od. 24.190 it pertains to the 
philoi of the suitors (φίλοι κατὰ δώμαθ’ ἑκάστου, 24.188), which Konstan (1997) 31 explicates as “our dear ones, 
taken house by house.” 
266 The choice between the relative and demonstrative pronoun in this phrase is owed to metrical considerations. 
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A similar expression, ‘explaining’ the commemorator’s motive, is found in another epigram 
for a monument certainly not commissioned by the father of the deceased. CEG 58 (corr. apud 
CEG II ~ IG I3 1357, Kerameikos, ca. 510-500?) is inscribed on a marble statue-base for a 
Naxian (the script is Attic, but two Ionic features, psilosis and four-bar sigma, may pertain to his 
origin; fig. 1a-b): 
δακρυόεν πολυπενθὲς Ἀναχσίλα ἐδ’ ὀλοφ|υδνὸν 
λάινον ἕστεκα μνε͂μα καταφθι{με}|μένο: 
Ναχσίο ὃν τίεσκον Ἀθεναῖοι μετάοικον 
ἔχ|σοχα σοφροσύνες ἕνεκεν ἐδ’ ἀρετε͂ς.: 
το͂ι μ’ ἐπὶ Τιμ|όμαχος γεραρὸν κτέρας οἷα θανόντι 
θε͂κεν Ἀ|ρίστονος παιδὶ χαριζόμενος.     
“Tearful, much mourning, and lamenting, a stone monument of perished Anaxilas267 I stand: he a 
Naxian whom, while he lived among them,268 the Athenians honored on account of his 
outstanding prudence and excellence. For him, since he is dead, Timomachos set me up as a 
majestic honor, showing favor to the son of Ariston.” 
We do not know whether Timomachos was a fellow Naxian or an Athenian, but he certainly 
was not Anaxilas’ father; he expresses, however, his obligation to honor the deceased (γεραρὸν 
κτέρας ... χαριζόμενος). In addition, the “Athenians” are recorded as honoring the man, 
although it is not clear whether this sentence (τίεσκον ... ἔχ|σοχα σοφροσύνες ἕνεκεν ἐδ’ 
ἀρετε͂ς.:) refers to a particular, official honor or is general praise. Interestingly, this iterative form 
                                                
267 See my discussion of the possible interpretations at 1.2.3. 
268 Since this appears to be the earliest attestation of the word metic, I opt for a literal translation (“one who lives 
among”) and ignore the fourth-century distinction between rights-bearing citizens and metics. Baba (1984) 2-5 
points out that the spelling μετέοικον was corrected to μετάοικον and argues that the latter was the ‘original’ form 
and meant “immigrant,” whereas μέτοικος was a later development. But the extra syllable in the epigram seems 
owed to meter (cf. the dialect form πεδάοικος; μεταϝοικέοι appears in IG IX2 717.6 [Lokris]); cf. Papadopoulos and 
Smithson (2002) 188-90. 
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of the imperfect is actually quite alien to Attic and is peculiar to East Ionic literature; perhaps it 
seemed suitable for the islander.269 In any case, we see that the praise and dedication of the 
individual Timomachos, who was perhaps a friend of the deceased, can intersect with honor from 
the community. 
Finally, we note four epigrams, all from Attica, that emphasize the deceased’s qualities as a 
good friend. IG I3 1258 (~ CEG 67 corr. apud CEG II, cf. Day [1985] 376, Velanideza, ca. 500?) 
is inscribed on a marble stele or plaque:270  
vac. 
[σό]φρον, εὐ[χσύ|ν]ετος, χσε[νικ|ό]ς, πι[σσ]τός271, τὰ | κάλ’ [εἰδό]ς,  
hορ|[αίο272 θανάτ]ο μο|ῖραν ἔχε]ι Χσ|[⏑⏑‒]. 
vac. 
“Prudent, intelligent, hospitable, trustworthy, knowing what is fine, X– has the fate of a death in 
ripe old-age.” 
The hexameter consists entirely of terms of praise, and χσε[νικ|ό]ς, πι[σσ]τός in particular look 
to the man’s quality as a friend. We may note that the deceased is also characterized as an old 
man (hορ|[αίο θανάτ]ο).273 Curiously, Hansen (ad CEG 67), recognizing the age of the 
deceased, prefers πι[νυ]τός to πι[σσ]τός, on the unjustified grounds that “in hoc titulo manifeste 
de patre familias agitur, non de iuvene cui monumentum ab amicis aut amatore positum est.” 
                                                
269 Baba (1984) 3 suggests that the word refers to an official decree of honor by the demos or boule and seeks to date 
the inscription–and Anaxilas–after the advent of the democracy; cf. Duplouy (2006) 141-42. Ginestí Rosell (2012) 
239 proposes that perhaps he fled Naxos in 524 when Lygdamis was deposed and sought refuge under the 
Peisistratids. But the iterative tense of τίεσκον, in combination with μετάοικον, could indicate general praise: the 
Athenians esteemed Anaxilas for the duration of the time he lived among them. See Threatte GAI II 453 on the 
form’s scarceness in Attic; K-B II 79-81, Miller (2010) 133-34 on the East Ionic provenance. 
270 Pace CEG 67 and IG I3 1258, the lettering shows some vertical alignment, with eleven letter-forms (some 
restored) per line, but it is not stoichedon. 
271 fort. πι[νυ]τός but Day (1985) 376 reads πι[σ]στός (Hansen apud CEG II rejects ]σ). For the false gemination, 
cf. IG I3 670.2 (ca. 510-500) Πισστο[ , Threatte GAI I 527.  
272 hορ|[αῖος is unlikely owing to the available space. 
273 Cf. Xen. Ages. 10.3, and (assuming hypallage) CEG 477 (Piraeus, ca. 400-390).  
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Why should trustworthiness be praised only in youths, and why should an old man not be 
commemorated by a friend or friends? Nothing specifies him as a ‘pater familias’. And, even if  
his family did commission the monument, why should they not memorialize his qualities as a 
friend? Recall Solon’s poem on the ideal old age at which to die, with his hope to be mourned by 
his philoi (fr. 21 W, cited above).  
CEG 74 (~ IG I3 1278, Attica, unknown location, ca. 500-480?) is inscribed on a now-lost 
base: 
[σε͂μ]α τόδ’ ⟨ἐ⟩ν⟨γ⟩ὺς274 ὁδο͂ Θεοσέμο [στε͂σα θανόντος?]| 
[ἀν]δρὸς ἔμο⟨ιγ⟩ε275 φίλο κἀγαθο͂ Ἀνφ[⏑⏑‒].  
“This [sem]a of [?dead] Theosemos near the road [?I set up]: a man philos and good to me, 
Amph-[?].” 
Although some of the syntax is uncertain, it is reasonably clear that the deceased is praised as 
philos and good to the commemorator, whose name most likely stood at the end of the 
pentameter. This individual has been identified variously as the wife or a friend of the deceased 
(see Hansen’s app. crit.), but, since I have observed no certain parallels for a wife 
commemorating her husband with a funerary epigram in the Archaic period,276 I prefer to focus 
upon the characterization of the deceased as philos to the commemorator. 
CEG 48 (~ IG I3 1268, Coropi, ca. 520-10?) is inscribed on a fragment of a marble base. It is 
restored as the end of the pentameter of an elegiac distich: 
[‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒⏑⏑ ‒‒] 
[‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏔ ‒ hό]|νεκα πιστὸς ἔφυς. 
“... because you were born trustworthy.” 
                                                
274 αναυς apograph. 
275 εμονε apograph.  
276 The only candidate is CEG 136, inscribed on two sides of the abacus of a column-capital (near Argive Heraion, 
ca. 525-500?), but this has not been correctly understood. See 4.3 for discussion. 
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Like Praxiteles and his good erga, the deceased is here commemorated as a true friend. 
CEG 30 (~ IG I3 1274ter, Attica, unknown location, ca. 540?) is inscribed on three fragments 
of a marble base. Upon the base (as reconstructed) was set a marble stele with a relief of a 
warrior (legs with greaves and a spear survive) who stands upon a predella, below which is 
carved a scene of a warrior mounting a quadriga with a charioteer; the stele was surmounted by a 
sphinx statue crouching on a volute-capital.277  







(b) [–ca.?–]εροϲεφιλο ̣[–ca.?–] 
   [–ca.?– γ]ὰρ σόφρον ε[–ca.?–] 
  [–ca.?–]οι hότε ἀπο[–ca.?–] 
 
(c) [–ca.?–]ο hόνεκ[α –ca.?–] 
      [–ca.?–]ορλοιϲα[–ca.?–] 
    [–ca.?– ἀ]ριστε[ύον –ca.?–] 
Little can be made of these fragments, but the following are indicative: 1 (b) φιλο ̣[ is probably a 
form of the adjective philos; 2 (a) πιστ[ is almost certainly a form of pistos; 2 (c) appears to 
contain an error, and Jeffery’s ⟨φί⟩λοις (apud Hansen) may be correct. In combination, and in 
                                                
277 Richter nos. 38, figs. 110-14, and 45, figs. 126-28. 
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comparison with the examples adduced above, these details point to the theme of sympotic 
philia. 
The monument, as reconstructed, must have been enormously impressive and made at no 
little cost. The iconography of the stele, so far as it is preserved, is martial in theme, and line 3 
(c) of the epigram suggests as well that the deceased was a warrior. There is of course no 
incompatibility between the themes of war and friendship: in a sympotic context, note for 
example Archilochus fr. 15 W (Γλαῦκ’, ἐπίκουρος ἀνὴρ τόσσον φίλος ἔσκε μάχηται, 
“Glaukos, an ally is your friend so long as he fights”), which Aristotle adduces (Eth. Eud. 
1236a33) to illustrate philia that is based on utility. With this monument, however, we may have 
a true friend (pistos) and warrior who is commemorated by his comrade: compare the heroic 
scene of warrior and charioteer below the predella.  
I have argued that the discourse of philia that is characteristic of the symposium is expressed 
as well in funerary contexts: philoi commemorate one another and praise the deceased for virtues 
associated with philia. Memorialization of the name is essential: a drinking cup with an 
ownership-epigram and a grave marker bearing the name of the dead serve a similar purpose, and 
in both media we have seen how philoi or hetairoi record their relationships of philia for future 
readers. The contexts for such messages are multiple, but the technology of writing plays a key 
facilitative role in each one.  
As I have pointed out as well, the symposium is not necessarily a single, strictly definable 
occasion, and I do not claim that the funerary epigrams discussed above derive generically from 
the symposium or the poetry that was performed or inscribed there. Instead, it might be 
preferable to conceive of this philia-discourse as belonging to a sympotic mode that could be 
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employed on a variety of occasions, connoting in different contexts the idealized atmosphere of 
the symposium.   
In the next section we will explore further the varieties of context in which sympotic philia is 
expressed; in particular, we will examine a key, abstract term that encapsulates some of the 
varieties of philia that we have encountered thus far.  
3.8 philemosyne from the Symposium to the Grave 
The word philemosyne is characteristic of–and nearly confined to–Archaic inscribed 
epigram; it is, however, attested once in the Theognidea, which suggests that it belongs to the 
sympotic discourse of philia. The word has been the subject of recent studies by A. Cassio and E. 
Dettori in connection with the publication of a spectacular funerary stele from Akraiphia (see 
below), but still more recently published examples call for a reconsideration.278  
The word merits attention because it seems to be a high-register designation for a quality or 
disposition connected with philia. The variety of the epigraphic contexts in which it appears is 
interestingly broad, and examination of each instance may help us to sketch the social contexts in 
which this word had meaning. Before discussing the form and semantics of the noun, I shall first 
cite its occurences.  
We consider first the lone ‘literary’ example, which appears in an excerpt transmitted in the 
Theognidea (283-86 W):279  
Ἀστῶν μηδενὶ πιστὸς ἐὼν πόδα τῶνδε πρόβαινε 
μήθ’ ὅρκωι πίσυνος μήτε φιλημοσύνηι,  
μηδ’ εἰ Ζῆν’ ἐθέληι παρέχειν βασιλῆα μέγιστον  
                                                
278 Cassio (2007) 1-18, Dettori (2010) 117-34; see now Matthaiou and Rossiou (2010-13) 175-78, Dettori (2017) 
118-24. Day (2018) offers a recent discussion in light of the most recent finds. Wyss (1954) 63-64 notes that words 
in –syne are rare in prose inscriptions but are not infrequent in epigram. Wyss shows (36-37) as well that such words 
were probably often coined because they were convenient for dactylic poetry; interestingly, they are not as often 
found in Aeolic metres, where they could also fit.  
279 The dating of Theognis and the Theognidea is controversial, but we may safely say that the excerpt is Archaic.  
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ἔγγυον ἀθανάτων [πιστὰ τιθεῖν ἐθέλων.]280 
“Trust none of these townsmen as you proceed, and be trustful of neither his oath nor his 
philemosyne, not even if he is willing to offer Zeus, mightiest king of the immortals, as guarantor 
[when he wants to establish trust].”  
Here, philemosyne is connected with oath-giving as a mechanism by which townsmen attempt to 
establish trust, pistis, a characteristic we have encountered often in the material discussed above. 
As elsewhere in Theognis, friendship is problematized in this excerpt: the addressee is cautioned 
to trust none of the townsmen–not even one who gives an oath or who is characterized by 
philemosyne.281 In his translation, West closely connects these two characteristics, treating them 
as a hendiadys, “whatever pledge of friendship he has sworn,” but they are perhaps conceptually 
distinct, inasmuch as any townsman could pledge an oath to any other, whether they were philoi 
or not.282  
As for the sense of philemosyne, we shall first have to consider our other examples of the 
word before offering a translation, but we may remark that here it is associated with relationships 
of trust between astoi.283 As such, the word can have a ‘political’ context, pertaining to relations 
between individuals qua members of the same asty or polis.284 In this regard, recall the curious 
inscription that expressed the philia of Lysitheos for Mikion–most of all those in the city–that 
was found on the Athenian Acropolis (see 3.5). Here, however, although the deictic pronoun 
                                                
280 West here brackets what he identifies as the work of an excerptor. Young (1966) in the Teubner (after Geyso) 
prints 287-88 (ἐν γάρ τοι πόλει ὧδε κακοψόγωι ἁνδάνει οὐδέν· / †ωσδετοσωσαιεὶ† πολλοὶ ἀνολβότεροι.) as 
the continuation of the quatrain, but van Gronigen (1966) ad loc. rightly argues that their point is different (their 
collocation will be owing to an excerptor).  
281 Donlan (1985) 223-44. 
282 West (1993) 128. Cf. Gerber (1999) 215: “do not rely on their oaths and claims of friendship,” and Donlan 
(1985) 235: “do not be trustful of their oaths or their claims to be your philoi.” 
283 van Gronigen (1966) ad loc. suggests that words of –syne formation designate “qualités de coeur ou d’espirit.” 
284 van Gronigen (1966) ad loc. notes that παρέχειν ... ἔγγυον is juridical language; this too gives the passage a 
political coloring.  
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(τῶνδε, 283) lends an immediacy to the offered advice, the setting, as is usual in Theognis, is 
defined no more than this: the astoi could be those of any city.285   
CEG 458 (Samian Heraion, ca. 600 or ca. 650-600?), a fragmentary inscription presumed to 
be an elegiac couplet,286 is incised on the lip of a lebes, also called a dinos, a deep bowl that 
could serve for mixing wine (the first two fragments, Hansen’s (b) and (c), are thought to 
precede the pentameter-closing fragment (a); fig. 23a-b): 
(b) ]εμεπιστω[ 
(c) ]ισαπ[ 
[‒ ⏔ ‒ (a) με]γάλης ἀντὶ φιλημ[οσύνης]. 
Fragment (b) most likely contains a form of the word πιστός (dative singular or, conceivably, 
genitive plural); Hansen suggested restoring [–ca.?– ἑταίρωι ἔδωκ]έ με πιστῶ[ι –ca.?–], on the 
assumption that the inscription was a gift-tag to an individual.287 The essentials of this 
supplement are now rendered more attractive, given the parallels of Makonion’s gift-tag to 
Xenotima and that of Pherekleides to Melanthis, which include the similar clausula μνῆμα 
φιλημοσύνης (see below).  
It is remarkable, however, that, as in the passage from the Theognidea, we here find 
philemosyne associated with trustworthiness or faithfulness as a quality of an individual (pistos). 
If Hansen is correct that the inscription circumscribes the object as a gift from one individual to 
another, then the syntax of the prepositional phrase is explicable: the gift is made “in return for 
                                                
285 van Groningen (1966) ad loc. remarks that the pronoun situates the verses “dans un milieu et une situation 
déterminés; le conseil n’est pas de portée générale,” but this is true only of the poem’s rhetoric. The determinacy is 
affected, and nothing prevents the poem’s reperformance in various and differing contexts: see 3.3.   
286 This reconstruction is based on the poetic diction of fr. (a), which fits perfectly the end of a pentameter. All other 
examples of philemosyne but one (CEG 32, first hemiepes) occur at pentameter-end (or period-end, in the quasi-
metrical SEG 52.961; see below).  
287 On dipinti gift-tags, see Wachter (2001) 279-80 (characterized as love-gifts from potters), 281-82 (characterized 
as dedications to humans; Wachter identifies ITH 1, discussed above, as an example). We have seen with some of 
the cups dedicated at the Hymettus sanctuary how they can bear inscriptions unconnected with their (final) use as 
dedications.  
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great philemosyne.” The parallels for this kind of expression in Archaic epigram suggest that this 
“great philemosyne” is a quality or attribute of the recipient, who is, perhaps, also characterized 
as pistos.288 Yet, as with the early dipinto on an oinochoe from Ithaca (on which, see 3.6) this 
epigram could also be generic or open in its expression of philemosyne, generated from and 
inspiring anew the discourse of sympotic philia.  
 The word appears also in an inscription on a bronze mirror discovered in a tomb at 
Metapontum, in southern Italy (SEG 52.961; fig. 24). This inscription is reportedly dated to the 
end of the sixth century, but a full publication has not yet appeared. Despite the dactylic clausula 
with poetic diction, the whole is not a recognizable verse-form.  
Μακονιον ἔδοκε Χσενοτίμαι δο͂ρον, μνᾶμα φιλεμοσύνας. 
“Makonion gave (sc. this) gift to Xenotima as a mnama of philemosyna.” 
Here we find the word in a typically epigrammatic phrase, μνᾶμα φιλεμοσύνας. This example 
shows that the word is not confined to Attic-Ionic, for it is in Doric.289 Despite the mirror’s 
findspot at Metapontum (an Achaian colony), it allegedly has an Aeginetan provenance, so 
Dettori has suggested on this basis that the word philemosyne is localized to the Aegean.290 I 
                                                
288 This is the usual meaning of the preposition in early epigram, both funerary and dedicatory: SEG 49.505 (see 
below); CEG 41 (Kerameikos, ca. 530-20), Kleiboulos sets a sema for his son Xenophantes ἀντ’ ἀρετε͂ς | ἐδέ 
σαοφροσύνες; CEG 139 (Troezen, ca. 500?), the hetairoi of Praxiteles erect his sema ϝέργον ἀντ’ ἀγ[α]θο͂ν (on 
which, see above); CEG 167 (Chios, ca. 400), Euopides places his wife’s mnema ὀργῆς δ’ ἀ|[ντ’] ἀγαθῆς; CEG 
332 (Boeotia, ca. 450-400), Neomedes makes an ex-voto (a mnama) to Dionysus ἔργον ἀντ’ ἀγαθο͂ν. 
Exceptionally, it can mean “instead of,” specifically in Phrasikleia’s epigram (CEG 24, Attica, ca. 540?), where her 
lot from the gods is to be called “kore” ἀντὶ γάμο, and in CEG 153 (Amorgos, ca. 450?), where the monument, 
which specifies that it is made of Parian stone, states in the first person that it lies here “in place of the woman” 
(ἀντὶ γυναικός); since the monument also indicates that it brings grief to the mother, perhaps the deceased, Bitte, 
died before marriage, in which case we may translate “in place of a wedded woman,” conveying the same sentiment 
as Phrasikleia’s epigram. 
289 Note the forms Μακονιον, Χσενοτίμαι, μνᾶμα, φιλεμοσύνας. Of course, the same could be true of the excerpt in 
the Theognidea, if it is by Theognis and if his Megarian dialect forms are to be restored consistently in his poems.  
290 Dettori (2010) 120, citing the authority of Lombardo, who will publish the mirror. 
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observe that the script appears to be consistent with that of Aegina, not that of Metapontum.291 In 
any event, the object’s presumed geographically wide-ranging lifespan shows that, while the 
word may have originated in an Aegean context, it circulated throughout the Greek-speaking 
world.292  
Most interesting is the possibility that this gift-tag may be be made from one woman to 
another.293 If this were the case, it would show that the poetic phrase and, more importantly, the 
concept of philemosyne were not restricted to the male sphere. In this regard, recall the 
tantalizing “whoever” on the early Rhodian cup from Eretria ([vac.?]hὲ δ’ ἂν το[ , SEG 41.866, 
discussed above), Tataie’s protocorinthian aryballos from Kyme, and Aristokleia’s lekythos.  
As for the word’s meaning in this context, Dettori proposes that it denotes the affection felt 
by Makonion for Xenotima, and he situates this usage “in una sfera molto intima.”294 I infer from 
this that he considers the mirror with its inscription to be an object that was not intended to 
circulate widely or to be read by anyone other than the recipient: but compare our discussion of 
Mirina’s lekythos, above (3.5). We have also noted that the object did, in fact, circulate and have 
a life of a century or more before its deposition in the grave at Metapontum. Moreover, as we 
have seen with the instance in the Theognidea, the word has currency in a civic context, so we 
should be cautious about defining the sphere of the present example too restrictively. Again, we 
have no indication of the nature of the relationship here: Were the two peers? Might they have 
                                                
291 The drawing in Nava (2002) 743 fig. 10 (my fig. 24) shows the following features characteristic of Aegina’s 
script but not that of Metapontum: D-like rho (LSAG 109 rho2), delta (LSAG 109 delta1), cursive sigma (LSAG 109 
sigma3; Metapontum has san), blue chi + sigma for xi.   
292 The object may have been an heirloom (something of value, at any rate), for the grave in which it was found 
contained 4th-c. pottery: Nava (2002) 742.  
293 Cassio (2007) 16, Dettori (2010) 131. The otherwise unattested name Makonion is probably derived from μάκων 
(Doric for μήκων), “Poppy.” But the form could be either Μακονίον (i.e., in conventional orthography, -ων) or 
Μακόνιον. The latter would be a female name: Fick (1874) 31-32 characterizes this kind of diminutive name-
formation as used exclusively for hetairai, and, although that point is debatable, I’m unaware of the form (-ιον) used 
for male names. Bechtel (1917) 592-97 documents names of both genders formed from plant-names (including 
flowers). The gift, a mirror, is readily associated with women, but nothing rules out a gift from a man. 
294 Dettori (2010) 131. 
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been kin? What prompted this gift? All we may conclude from the inscription is that the mirror 
was a gift intended to function as a mnema, commemorating philemosyne. While Dettori 
proposes that philemosyne characterizes the giver Makonion, if our analysis of the Samian 
example (με]γάλης ἀντὶ φιλημ[οσύνης]) is correct, we might infer instead that Makonion 
commemorates the philemosyne of Xenotima. 
Makonion might have expected Xenotima to read the inscription whenever she used the 
object and thereby to be reminded (perhaps in praise) of the philemosyne of which the mirror was 
a token. But one can also imagine gatherings with other women that could have provided a 
reading-context.295 In any scenario, the layout of the inscription indicates that the appositional 
phrase is focalized: the inscription begins on the reverse of the mirror, near the handle, rising 
along the curving left margin; mnama philemosynas appears at the top, the words separated from 
each other by an attachment for a hanger, such that the final word is prominent and visually 
distinct from the rest of the inscription. 
Our most recently published example occurs on an amphoriskos dated to the first quarter of 
the sixth century. Like the bronze mirror from Mentapontum, this vessel, most likely made in 
Attica, is inscribed with a graffito that characterizes the object as a gift. Also similar to the 
mirror’s graffito, the present epigram ends in a pentameter, but its start (probably owing to the 
initial name) is unmetrical. The script and orthography are consistent with Attic; the graffito runs 
orthograde around the widest part of the vessel, the final letters descending and beginning a 
second line, below the start of the first line:296  
                                                
295 Scenes of groups of women with one or more mirrors are common in Classical vase-painting: e.g., ARV2  728.1 
(lekythos, 475-25) depicts a pair of standing women, each holding up a mirror, one looking back to the other and 
gesturing to her; ARV2 1360.4 (pyxis, 425-375) depicts nine women, three holding mirrors, one of whom is assisted 
by another in adorning her hair with a ribbon; ARV2 1049.48 (hydria, 475-25) depicts a group of women, two with 
mirrors, one of whom is seated, with two pairs of women attending to her.  
296 Dettori (2017) 118-24; he notes (118) that the vessel, a miniature of the SOS amphora, a type found in many 
places, is probably of Attic manufacture, though Boeotian imitations are also known. If ephelcystic ny is removed 
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Φερεκλείδες : ἔδοκεν : Μελανθίδι : με μνε͂μα φιλεμοσύνες. 
“Pherekleides gave me to Melanthis as a mnema of philemosyne.” 
Here, we find a male, Pherekleides, giving a memento to a female, Melanthis. Once again, we 
cannot be certain whether the mnema commemorates the philemosyne of the recipient, as was 
hypothesized with the previous example, that of the giver, or perhaps the two together.  
We turn now to consider three funerary epigrams that employ our key word. The first, CEG 
32 (Liopesi/Paiania, Attica, ca. 530?), is inscribed on a stele-base. The epigram is a metrically 
deficient elegiac couplet;297 although cut with some care, it bears numerous spelling errors (there 
is particular difficulty with ny; fig. 25a-b): 
σε͂μα τόδε : Κύλον : παίδοι⟨ν⟩ | ἐπέθεκε{ν} : θανό⟨ν⟩τοι- : 
μ⟨ν⟩ε͂μα | φιλεμοσύνες : hι  ̣[ca. 4]  ̣ο ̣[  ̣( ̣)| ——].298 
“This sema Kylon set upon (his) two dead children, as a mnema of philemosyne....” 
There are parallels for a funerary epigram in commemoration of a pair of individuals, but one 
expects them to be named (presumably the children were identified either in the lacuna at the end 
of the epigram or on the now-lost stele): for example, above we noted CEG 70 (Attica, ca. 500?), 
for Philoitios and Ktesios, one identified as the brother of the commemorator Dexandrides, who 
referred to himself as philos.299  
                                                                                                                                                       
from the verb (see CEG 288, with apparatus, and Threatte GAI I 642-43 for such contra metrum spellings), the end 
of the graffito scans as a pentameter; see West (1982) 45-46 with n. 43 for the brevis in longo before the caesura. 
Dettori proposes (120) that με is an uncorrected error that should be set in braces, but this is unecessary (his claim in 
support, that interpuncts otherwise divide lexical units in the graffito, is inaccurate: the last two words are not so 
divided): the position of the pronoun could be attributed to the inscriber’s desire to produce a pentameter. 
297 There is a clear attempt to use epigrammatic phrasing: sema/sama tod(e) is almost exclusively found in verse 
epigram, most often in Attica: CEG 38, 39, 59, 60, 72, 74, 133 (Megara), 145 (Corcyra); IG I3 1344 (Kerameikos, 
ca. 525-500, bilingual Greek-Carian) is not metrical. The phrase usually stands at the beginning of the 
inscription/hexameter (exceptions: CEG 38, 60). 
298 παιδοι lap. θανοτοι lap. θανό⟨ν⟩τοι- / μ⟨ν⟩ε͂μα, i.e., θανόντοι(μ) μνε͂μα (θανό⟨ν⟩τοι⟨ν⟩ IG I3 1266). μτεμα lap., 
‘corr.’ ex μεμα.  
299 E.g., CEG 25 (Attica, ca. 540-30), presumed from the stele representing a boy and girl to be for two children 
(probably not also the “dear mother” of the second verse: cf. CEG 35, 94.3), and see further below on the epigram; 
CEG 26 (Attica, ca. 540-30), the sema “of Archias and his dear sister”; (on this epigram and CEG 70, see above); 
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Dettori interprets philemosyne here as the affection that the deceased children displayed 
toward their father, rather than that of the father for his children, or as a reciprocal quality; he 
rightly points out that other funerary epigrams commemorate qualities of the deceased,300 and for 
the syntax with mnema we may compare in particular the phrase μνῆμα ἀρετῆς (see Appendix 
F). What we must note, however, is that here the term seems to be applied to two individuals 
without distinction.301 In my view, Dettori may too readily reject the possibility that philemosyne 
can be a reciprocal quality: perhaps Kylon commemorates the philemosyne of or between his two 
children. We shall consider this possibility further, below. 
 The phrase mnema of philemosyne recurs on a funerary stele found on Skiathos, SEG 
47.1170 (ca. 500-475 or a little earlier).  
[τῶ]ι µε Λυκοφρον|[ί]δηι Πελυεσίωι| [ἐ]νθάδ’ ἔθηκεν vv| 
[.]εύκων τῶι Σαμ[ί|ω]ι μνῆμα φιλημο|σύνης. 
“For the Lykophronid Pelyes(s)ios, the Samian, (.)eukon302 here placed me as a mnema of 
philemosyne.” 
Johnston, the original publisher, rightly avoids characterizing the relationship between (.)eukon 
and Pelyessios, but he curiously remarks that “[t]he rather formal text might suggest that they 
                                                                                                                                                       
CEG 109 (Tanagra, ca. 600) for Kitylos and Dermys, both named in the epigram on the base and each on either of 
the two statues atop the base.  
300 Dettori (2010) 121, contra Andreiomenou (1999) 90, who identifies the term here as the mutual love of the 
children for their parents and vice versa. Dettori (2017) 121, in the light of new evidence (the graffito published by 
Matthaiou and Rossiou [2010-13], discussed below), allows that the word can sometimes connote reciprocity, but he 
affirms that usually reciprocity is either not present or not obviously so.  
301 Jeffery (1962) 151 identifies our letter-cutter (“Mason B”) as the same who produced CEG 25 and 26, which 
remarkably also commemorate two individuals, in both cases probably siblings (see n. 299). Each of these 
designates at least one of the dead as philos/e, but otherwise they contain no other terms of praise. I am less 
confident than Jeffery about the consistent identification of the letter-cutter, but it is remarkable that we have three 
Attic monuments of similar purpose all dated to the same approximate period. Cf. Andreiomenou (2000) 102-3 on 
“Mason B,” with n. 61 on the possibility of a versifier being regularly employed by a sculptor or workshop.  
302 The name is probably Leukon (attested 40 times in LGPN), but Johnston (1998) 390 suggests that Peukon 
(unattested) is possible. Note that Deukon is also attested (LGPN 3b1: IG 7.2259, Thebes, 5th c., Δεύϙον)   
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were not related, and that (.)eukon may not have been a Samian.”303 On the contrary, while we 
do not know (.)eukon’s origin, his characterization of the stele as a mnema of philemosyne 
suggests that he had a special relationship with the deceased, for philemosyne is not likely to be 
epigrammatic boilerplate (such as that found with ubiquitous adjectives of praise, e.g. agathos).  
As with Makonion and Xenotima, we do not know the nature of their relationship.304 Notice, 
however, that the other distinctive feature of the epigram is the identification of Pelyessios’ 
identity as a Samian and, more specifically, a Lykophronid.305 We may recall in this regard the 
passage from the Theognidea cited above in which philemosyne serves potentially to establish 
trust between astoi. Here, philemosyne may be a quality of a foreigner resident at Skiathos, in 
which case it bears an inter-communal significance, as well as an intra-communal one.  
Our third funerary example is found in the epigram (SEG 49.505A, ca. 520-10) running 
vertically on a magnificent stele that depicts in relief a nude youth in profile who holds a rooster 
at his left side and, in his raised right hand, a flower. On the predella of the stele is carved 
horizontally the sculptor’s signature (SEG 49.505B; cf. SEG 59.466). He is identified with a 
sculptor known from two Attic inscriptions.306 The stele, however, was found in a cemetery of 
Akraiphia, in Boeotia (fig. 26a-d): 
(A) Μνασιθείο : μνε͂μ’ εἰ|μ’ ἐπ’ ὀδο͂ι : καλόν· | ἀλὰ μ’ ἔθεκεν :  
Πύρι|χος : ἀρχαίες : ἀντὶ | φιλεμοσύνες. 
(B) Φίλοργος ⁝ ἐποίεσεν. 
                                                
303 Johnston (1998) 391.  
304 Dettori (2010) 127-28 argues that, as in Kylon’s epigram for his children, philemosyne is here a quality of the 
deceased, but he speculates that here the two men were not kin but sexual partners. See below on Mnasitheios’ 
epigram.  
305 Johnston (1998) 391 identifies the Lykophronidai as a Samian genos or hekatostys. 
306 Andreiomenou (1999) 98 and (2000) 83-113 identifies Philo(u?)rgos with Philergos (IG I3 763, 1365 ~ CEG 52). 
Notably, CEG 52 (Attica, ca. 510?), signed by Philergos, is a funerary epigram for a Samian written largely in Ionic 
(Samian) script, just as the present epigram is written in Boeotian. Cassio (2007) 10-11 disagrees with 
Andreiomenou’s interpretation of Φιλο͂ργος as Φιλοῦργος and proposes that it be analyzed as Φίλοργος, a 
Boeotian rendering of the name Φίλεργος. 
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“Mnasitheios’ mnema I am, beautiful, upon the road. Why,307 Pyrrichos placed me in return for 
age-old308 philemosyne. 
Philorgos made (sc. me/it).” 
This monument is remarkable in several respects: relief, epigram, and sculptor’s signature are 
all preserved; it was produced in an Attic workshop for a Boeotian customer; the monument in 
general309 and the elegiac epigram in particular are ‘international’ in form: the dialect is largely 
Ionic (but not Attic),310 whereas the script is largely Boeotian, albeit with some Attic 
                                                
307 The adversative meaning of the particle is unwanted here. Estrin (2016) 195 suggests that it draws a contrast 
between the first-person, present speech of the stele, whereas the act of Pyrrichos, who is now absent, is in the past: 
but the stele is just as ‘present’ in the second clause (ἀλὰ μ’). I interpret the word as assentient, a usage found in 
dialogue in answer to a question that is deemed to be self-evident: Denniston GP 16, who compares mais ou, aber ja, 
but of course. The epigram thus implies that the reader will ask or wonder who set up the mnema and presents the 
answer as obvious–of course it was Pyrrichos. Compare the frequent use of the vocative in epigrams, as well as 
epigrams that create a pseudo-dialogue with readers: CEG 108.2 (Eretria, ca. 450?) “come here and read, what man 
is buried in this place...,” CEG 120.1 (Demetrias, ca. 450?) “Sphinx, dog of Hades, what [...] do you guard...,” CEG 
429 (Halicarnassus, ca. 475?) “cunningly wrought voice of the stone, say who placed this agalma....” The only other 
conceivable meaning of the particle here is progressive, but this use normally occurs in a series and in prose: 
Denniston GP 21-22. 
308 The meaning of the adjective has been debated. Andreiomenou (1999) 90 n. 61, assuming that the young age of 
the boy in the relief reflects the age of the deceased, argues that the word cannot mean “παλαιόθεν ὑπαρχούσης” but 
means “διὰ παντὸς σταθερᾶς (φιληµοσύνης)”; cf. Andreiomenou’s (2006) 44 translation, “en témoignage d’une 
profonde affection.” Dettori (2010) 125-26 dismisses this interpretation and suggests that the word has some sort of 
“subjective” meaning not tied to a precise measure of time. D. Knoepfler BE 2009 no. 266 suggests the translation 
‘vieux’ “avec sa valeur affective bien marquée.” I think I agree with Dettori and Knoepfler, but some explanation of 
the Greek is required. The fundamental meaning of the adjective is “at/from the beginning (arche),” as at Pindar fr. 
30, where the Fates are said to have first (πρῶτον) brought Themis to Olympus to be Zeus Savior’s wife at the 
beginning (ἀρχαίαν ἄλοχον). This cannot be interpreted as meaning “ancient wife” at the moment of the union. 
(The meaning of the adjective is clear as well from its substantival use to designate a “principal” sum of money: LSJ 
s.v. V) “The beginning” will vary depending on the context; in our epigram it refers either to the beginning of 
Mnasitheios’ life or that of his contact with Pyrrichos: I adopt the translation “age-old” in deference to English 
idiom, but a rendering closer to the Greek would be “philemosyne that existed from the beginning.” Compare Xen. 
Mem. 2.8.1, where Socrates meets an ἀρχαῖον ἑταῖρον who cannot be “old” or “ancient,” since Socrates advises 
him against manual labor that will not serve him when he does become old (πρεσβύτερος 2.8.2, πρεσβυτέρῳ 
2.8.3): strictly, they are not “old comrades” but “comrades from the first” (or perhaps “friends,” since Xenophon 
introduces the section [2.7.1] as Socrates’ advice for the difficulties of his friends, τῶν φίλων; LSJ s.v. 3 
mistranslate as “pupil, disciple.”) 
309 Andreiomenou (1999) 92-98 characterizes the rooster, modeling of the sculpture, and elegiac distich as Ionic 
features, but the form of the stele with palmette at top and predella, as well as other aspects of the iconography, as 
Attic. See below for parallels for the rooster. 
310 In addition to Andreiomenou (1999), see especially Cassio (2007) on the dialect forms: psilosis (ἐπ’ ὀδο͂ι) is 
characteristic of Ionic but not Attic (cf. Threatte GAI I 493-95, 504-6). Mnasitheios is in the local dialect, where 
antevocalic [e] is especially closed (cf. Cassio [2007] 5; the koine spelling is Mnasitheos); in accord with LGPN, I 
transliterate the dialect form without regularizing it. On Philergos/Philorgos, see n. 306.  
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characteristics.311 But critics have been particularly struck by the affective word philemosyne 
juxtaposed with the iconography of the stele: the nude youth with rooster and flower. How did 
reader-viewers of the stele interpret the epigram and image?   
A. K. Andreiomenou, who published the stele, has influentially argued that the iconography 
symbolically represents the relationship between Pyrrichos and Mnasitheios: the deceased was 
the eromenos of the older Pyrrichos, and philemosyne refers to the mutual love between the two. 
Her support for this interpretation is (1) the fact that Pyrrichos is not designated as a relative of 
Mnasitheios’, (2) the rooster and flower can be interpreted as love-gifts from the erastes, (3) the 
figure’s nudity is not ‘heroic’ but a realistic depiction of the youth, as he would have appeared in 
daily life among his age-mates, and indicative of the erastes’ view of his beloved.312 Implicit 
throughout her argument is the assumption that the relief is a biographical portrait: Mnasitheios 
died a handsome youth and was thus commemorated by his erastes. This assumption is 
undermined by the fact that we have almost no evidence for sculptural funerary portraiture at this 
period.313 Her first point is therefore inconclusive: as with Makonion and Xenotima or Pelyessios 
and (.)ukon, we simply do not know the nature of their relationship. And, while it is possible that 
                                                
311 Andreiomenou (1999) 84-86 and (2006) 45: delta is Attic in form; Andreiomenou (2006) 47 notes that two- and 
three-dot punctuation marks and stoichedon style are characteristic of Attic inscriptions. But, pace Andreiomenou 
(2006) 45, the epigram is not carved “stoichedon, mais sans une régularité absolue.” The letters exhibit some 
alignment between lines, but they are not stoichedon: including punctuation marks, the five lines have 16, 13, 15, 
16, and 11 characters. The simplex spelling of the geminate in ἀλά is usual in all early epichoric scripts: see Buck 
76-77, and, for Attic, Threatte GAI I 511-13, who suggests that use of the fuller spellings developed in the first 
quarter of the 5th c. 
312 Andreiomenou (1999) 106-113, 118-19 and (2006) 45-46.  
313 See now Keesling (2017) 23-32 on Archaic sculptural portraiture, which is confined to East Greek votive 
portraits (especially at Samos and Didyma), athletic victor portraits, and, at Athens, the exceptional case of the 
tyrannicide group (which she interprets as cult-heroes). Among funerary monuments, a similar interpretive problem 
is posed by IG I3 1257 (~ CEG 53, Attica, ca. 510) and its associated stele, which is painted with a clothed, bearded 
man holding a kantharos (cf. n. 216). The inscription on the base (Λυσέαι ἐνθάδε σε͂|μα πατὲρ Σέμον ἐπέθεκεν), 
taken on its own, would suggest to most scholars that Lyseas died in his youth (cf. Lattimore [1942] 184-99 for the 
emphasis on untimely death in Greek and Latin funerary epigram), an interpretation at odds with the stele’s 
depiction. Perhaps the stele was meant to depict an idealized image of the man whom Semon hoped his son would 
have become; perhaps Semon was an old man when his adult son died: even with both image and inscription, 
biography eludes us.   
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Mnasitheios died young, equally the depiction could commemorate an older adult in ideal, prime 
form. 
S. Estrin, in a recent article, has well suggested a viewer-reader approach, and he proposes 
that we, as viewers, are asked by the mnema to remember the deceased through the eyes of an 
erastes as a beautiful, sexually desirable youth. Accordingly, he argues that what he interprets as 
the sensual, erotic depiction of the youth and the love-gifts that he carries “instantiat[e] the 
affection [i.e., philemosyne] cited in the epigram on a material level.”314 Although I endorse his 
reader-centered approach, I think that the characterization of the relief as specifically erotic is 
perhaps too narrow. 
The rooster that the boy clasps at his side could have various symbolic meanings,315 and 
commentators have largely failed to note the parallels for roosters on contemporary funerary 
stelai.316 A rooster appears, for example, on a stele from Sinope, below the chair of a seated 
woman who is approached by two women, one holding a vessel, the other a case and two 
spindles; on a stele from near Smyrna a small, draped child of uncertain gender feeds a rooster; 
on a fragment from Kos a young, nude boy in profile holds an arbyallos and rooster (fig. 27); and 
on a stele from Pydna a seated woman holds in her lap a young boy who reaches down to feed 
the rooster that is below the chair.317 Excluding the uncertain example from near Smyrna, one 
                                                
314 Estrin (2016) 193. Although he rightly eschews the biographical reading of Andreiomenou, he seems to infer 
from the image that Mnasitheios died young (195 n. 14).  
315 Andreiomenou (1999) 106-7 describes these as apotropaic, chthonic, or indicative of high status.  
316 Estrin (2016) 209-10 does cite an early fifth-century stele from Rhodes that depicts in relief a young, beardless 
male at l., nude except for drapery hanging from his shoulder, with a staff in his l. hand, his r. hand giving a rooster 
to a young boy. The boy is much smaller, gazes up at the youth, and grasps the rooster. Kaninia (1997) 144-49 
publishes the stele and, while noting that it is unsual for an eromenos to be depicted as such a young child, 
nevertheless claims that the boy is receiving an erotic present. I take issue with the formulation “erotic present.”  
317 In addition to the example cited in my last note, see the collection by Woysch-Méautis (1982) 120-22 nos. 211-
16 (all dated 5th c.) and 233 (dated “Archaic”; cf. IG I3 1230: ca. 510-500). The closest chronological parallel is the 
last cited: the marble stele, topped with an anthemion, bears in the middle a painted rooster, below which is 
inscribed Ἀντιφάνος, “Antiphanes’.” 211, from Kos, is a fragment with a small, nude boy holding up an aryballos 
and rooster. 212, from Karystos, has a draped male figure (only part of the torso is known) holding a rooster. 213, 
from Sinope, has a seated woman at left who is approached by two women, one holding a vessel, the other a box and 
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third of our examples appear to be associated with deceased females. In most of these cases, I 
very much doubt that the rooster framed a viewer’s reading specifically as that of an erastes; 
moreover, are we to suppose that women or children viewing such monuments were prompted to 
adopt the gaze of an erastes?  
As for the flower that the youth holds, one of the parallels cited by Andreiomenou strongly 
suggests that it need not have a specifically erotic connotation.318 The ‘boy and girl’ or ‘siblings’ 
stele in New York, which depicts in relief a nude male youth and younger, clothed girl is, 
together with its epigram, a monument from a father and mother for their deceased children (fig. 
28a-c).319 The girl holds up a flower, as in the Akraiphia stele, and the boy holds a pomegranate. 
Like the boy on the Akraiphia stele, the ‘siblings’ appear to the viewer as beautiful figures, but 
there can hardly be an erotic subtext, despite the boy’s nudity: the viewer is not encouraged to 
feel sexual desire for these figures. We should infer that both rooster and flower, in a funerary 
context, are symbols of idealized beauty and often connote youth; as the Akraiphia epigram says 
of itself, it is a beautiful mnema.  
Returning to the epigram, then, we may suppose that Pyrrichos felt it important that the 
mnema of Mnasitheios be a thing of beauty. While the relief is not a portrait, we may infer from 
parallels that the deceased is meant to be remembered as beautiful (kalos).320 In the pentameter, 
                                                                                                                                                       
two spindles; below the chair is a rooster. 214, from Sinope, has a seated woman at left, before her a young girl; 
below the chair is a rooster. Below the relief is inscribed Γαγας τῆς Ἀναξιμ|βρότο, “Gaga’s, the (daughter) of 
Anaximbrotos” (I.Sinope 58; see ad loc. on the name of the deceased and its accentuation). 214a, from Pydna, shows 
a seated woman with a baby between her knees; below the chair is a rooster. 215, from Larissa, has a clothed young 
man holding a rooster in his r. hand and two spears (or leaves?) in his l. hand. On the right side of the stele, running 
down, is inscribed Ϝεκέδαμος “Wekedamos” (IG IX.2 662). 216, from near Smyrna, depicts a clothed child (the 
head does not survive) feeding a rooster. 
318 Cf. Andreiomenou (2000) 103-4. 
319 CEG 25 (Attica, ca. 540-30):  
μνε͂μα φίλοι με [(⏑) ‒ ⏑ (:)] | πατὲρ ἐπέθεκε θανόντ[ι (:)], |   
χσὺν δὲ φίλε μέτερ : vacat | [‒⏑⏑‒⏑⏑‒].  
“... father placed me as a mnema for his dear dead..., and, together, his/her/their loving mother...” 
320 In funerary epigram, the adjective usually (CEG 18, 26, 87, 161, 165) qualifies the monument (sema or mnema), 
but in CEG 68 (inscribed on a marble base, Attica, unknown findspot, ca. 500?) it modifies the deceased: “feel pity 
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the reader is told that Pyrrichos offered this beautiful memorial in return for (anti) age-old 
philemosyne. For the phrase, we may compare the similar locution (with anti), in the fragmentary 
lebes-epigram from Samos, discussed above. I suggested that this vessel might have been a gift-
memento in return for or in recognition of a quality (philemosyne) of the recipient. Just so, the 
syntax of anti here may indicate that philemosyne is an attribute of the deceased.321 The image 
and epigram encourage the reader to remember the deceased as beautiful and possessed of 
philemosyne: the latter quality in particular inspired Pyrrichos to memorialize the deceased with 
the beautiful mnema. As Estrin well describes, the viewer is invited to generate a psychic image 
of the deceased as he or she looks at the relief and reads the epigram.322    
Our most recently discovered example occurs in a rupestral inscription (i.e., cut into bedrock) 
in the area of Bertseko, to the south of the village Agios Konstantinos (Kamariza) in Lavrio, 
southern Attica. The inscription, carved orthograde in a single, undulating line, has been dated on 
paleographic grounds by the editors, A. P. Matthaiou and I. Rossiou, to the second half of the 
sixth century.323 It is cut with some care, evidently with tools well suited to the task (fig. 29a-c).   
[-?- Ε]ὐθυδίκο χαρίεν324 Κλε͂βις τάδ ̓ ἔγρα⟨φσ⟩εν325   
ἀνφοῖν χαὐτο͂ μνε͂μα φιλεμοσύνες. 
                                                                                                                                                       
beholding a mnema of a perished boy (pais), Kleoitos, the son of Menesaichmos, who died being beautiful (kalos). 
In CEG 67 (discussed above), the deceased “knows what is fine (ta kala, lit., the beautiful things).” 
321 Thus argues Dettori (2010); cf. n. 288.  
322 Estrin (2016) 196-211.We shall in Chapter 4 return to the meaning and function of mnemata. 
323 The dimensions as reported by Matthaiou and Rossiou (2010-13) 175 are: l. of rock-face (approximate) 2.60 m., 
l. of inscription 1.43 m., letter h. 0.02 (Ο, Φ) – 0.03 m. (Ι, Ν).  
324 Matthaiou and Rossiou (2010-13) 176 accent χάριεν, interpreting it as the adverb, but the parallels they cite at 
175 n. 1 [a slip; the in-text reference is 176 n. 3] suggest that it is the adjective. In CEG 42 (Athens, ca. 525?), 
παιδὸς Νέλονος Νε|λονίδο ἐστι τὸ σε͂μ|α / ὃς χὐο͂ι {το} ἀ[γα]θο͂ι | {ι} μνε͂μα ἐποίει χα|ρίεν, the adjective 
modifies mnema–Nelon’s father made a pleasing mnema for his son. In the Acropolis dedication CEG 205 (ca. 510-
500?), ... τε͂ι δὲ θεο͂ι χαρίεν |/ Θεβάδες ἐπ[οίεσεν hο Κ]ύ[ρ]νο παῖς τόδ’ ἄγαλμα, the sculptor Thebades makes a 
pleasing agalma for Athena; compare the extreme hyperbaton χαρίεν ... τόδ’ ἄγαλμα with that of our graffito 
χαρίεν ... μνε͂μα. Cf. also CEG 165 (Sicinus, 7th c.?) ...τὸ δὲ σᾶμ’ Εὔνο|ς ἔστασε καλὸν κεχαρ|ισμένον ἔργον, 
CEG 260 with adn. The adjective is poetic in form and is seldom found in prose (not before Isocrates). 
325 εγρασφεν lap. Threatte GAI I 21 notes instances of the inversion of the digraph φσ; these chiefly occur in dipinti 
and ostraca, but some are in stone (including what Threatte calls “official” texts).   
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The inscription is a metrically deficient elegiac couplet. The editors suggest that a dactyl is 
‘missing’ from the hexameter and a single long syllable from the pentameter, but they note that 
the former may have once stood at the beginning of the inscription and was worn off like the 
epsilon that must be restored in Euthydikos’ name.326 We have seen our term philemosyne in 
Ionic as well as Doric; here our quasi-elegiac epigram is specifically Attic, not Ionic, for it 
employs the dual form ἀνφοῖν.327  
The editors provide no full translation of the inscription, nor do they indicate their 
interpretation of the genitive Ε]ὐθυδίκο.328 I suggest that Ε]ὐθυδίκο is part of the phrase ἀνφοῖν 
χαὐτο͂; indeed, that phrase is scarcely intelligible if taken on its own.329 The sense is thus “of 
Euthydikos and himself both.”330 As for the syntax, these genitives must be governed by the 
noun φιλεμοσύνες, itself governed by μνε͂μα.331 I translate: “Kleibis wrote this as a pleasing 
mnema of the philemosyne of Euthydikos and himself both.” 
                                                
326 Another (remote) possibility is that a word or words was accidentally omitted after ἔγρα⟨φσ⟩εν that provided the 
end of the hexameter, ⟨⏑ ‒ ‒ |⟩, or possibly also the long syllable ‘missing’ from the pentameter, ⟨⏑ ‒ ‒ | ‒⟩ (J. Day, 
without endorsing the lacuna-hypothesis, points out to me that the angle of the inscription changes slightly here; 
ἀνφοῖν is inscribed somewhat lower than the verb that precedes it). It is more methodologically sound, however, to 
accept the metrically deficient verse as it stands, with the exception of the needed restoration of the epsilon at the 
beginning, than to pursue adventurous supplements.  
327 The dual is scarcely attested in IEG (and mostly in Attic authors where it does occur): West (1974) 92, 139; cf. 
Buck §39.11 for its absence from Ionic inscriptions. (ἄμφω occurs in Archil. 328.2, 7 W, but it is spurious.)   
328 The genitive could be the patronymic (Kleibis, son of Euthydikos), but this seems ruled out by ἀνφοῖν χαὐτο͂. 
Another approach would be to supply an iota, [-?- Ε]ὐθυδίκο⟨ι⟩ (cf. CEG 70.3 for such an omission), which could be 
construed as a dative of reference governed by either τάδ ̓ ἔγρα⟨φσ⟩εν or χαρίεν, but emendation should be our last 
resort. 
329 Matthaiou and Rossiou (2010-13) 177 paraphrase the last four words of the inscription as “ἐνθύµιο τῆς φιλίας 
του µὲ τὸν Εὐθύδικο (ἀμφοῖν χαὐτοῦ = γιὰ τοὺς δυό τους καὶ τὸν ἴδιο προσωπικά).” I largely agree with the 
paraphrase, but I do not understand the gloss of ἀμφοῖν χαὐτοῦ.  
330 For such apposition of ἄμφω, cf. CEG 84.3 (Attica, ca. 440-30) πατρὶ φίλωι καὶ μητρὶ λιπόντε ἀμφοῖμ μέγα 
πένθος, Hom. Il. 3.148 Οὐκαλέγων τε καὶ Ἀντήνωρ πεπνυμένω ἄμφω (cf. 7.276, 9.689, Od. 18.65), 20.460-61 
αὐτὰρ ὃ Λαόγονον καὶ Δάρδανον υἷε Βίαντος / ἄμφω, Pi. I. 5.18-19 Νεμέᾳ δὲ καὶ ἀμφοῖν / Πυθέᾳ τε.  
331 For the syntax, compare CEG 305 (Attica, ante 511/10) μνε͂μα τόδε hε͂ς ἀρχε͂ς (“this mnema of his rule”), and 
155 (Amphipolis, 476/5) μνῆμ’ ἀρετῆς ἔθεσαν Πάριοι Τόκεω͜ (“Parians set a mnema of the excellence of Tokes”). 
Cf. Appendix F. 
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Most interestingly, it is clear that the mnema in question is nothing other than the inscription 
itself, to which the pronoun τάδ r̓efers.332 Furthermore, the inscription is characterized as a 
charis-filled thing (pleasing, gratifying), which suggests that it was considered a token befitting 
their philemosyne. We have met our key term on funerary monuments, in elegiac poetry 
performed at the symposium, as well as on pottery and a mirror that may have served as gift-
mementos. Here, the medium of the mnema is nothing but the written word, the recipient being 
anyone who should happen to pass the stretch of bedrock (we shall discuss mnemata further in 
the next chapter). Memorialization via the written word bears charis.  
This example also provides some further evidence that philemosyne and the discourse of 
philia are not restricted to an elite: unlike, for example, the expensive stele for Mnasitheios, this 
inscription, cut on an unremarkable stretch of rock in the Attic countryside, is probably the work 
of a local shepherd or, perhaps more likely, given the care with which it was inscribed, a 
metalworker (who may have had the appropriate tools).333 Again, we cannot know the nature of 
the relationship between Kleibis and Euthydikos, but their expression of sympotic philia, 
employing poetic diction and taking advantage of the technology of writing, well indicates the 
spread of this discourse to various social levels. Nor is this the lone example of sympotic 
discourse outside the symposium: katapygon-inscriptions like those on inscribed cups, 
considered above, are also found on bedrock in the Attic countryside, indicating that banter and 
insult, alongside expressions of philia, were not restricted to the symposium.334  
                                                
332 One can supply the noun γράμματα. Compare the examples cited above, n. 86, particularly those from Hymettus 
in which the pronoun points to the written letters. 
333 Matthaiou and Rossiou (2010-13) 177 note the nearby mines at Lavrion and evidence for metallurgical work; cf. 
Langdon (2015) 49-58 on the numerous (over one thousand) Archaic rupestral inscriptions found in southern Attica; 
some of these are securely attributed to shepherds or goatherds, for the writer identifies himself as such or addresses 
others as such (nos. 4, 5, 6, 9, 10); in no. 11 (orthograde, Barako hill), the named individual is called an 
“outdoorsman”: Λhίβυς hο θύραυλος. 
334 Themos (2013) in his dissertation offers a corpus of Greek erotic graffiti (non vidi). Langdon (2016) 83-104 
publishes some new rupestral examples from the Attic countryside. E.g., nos. 1 and 2, both inscribed retrograde on 
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Having canvassed the occurrences of our term, we now turn to consider its semantics. Nouns 
in –syne are deadjectival (compare e.g. σωφροσύνη, μνημοσύνη, ἁβροσύνη, φραδμοσύνη), 
which suggests that our word is a coinage by analogy,335 since the adjective φιλήμων is very 
weakly attested and could have been a back-formation from the noun.336 In English, such words 
are often to be translated with nouns in –ness or –ence/ance: “soundness of mind,” 
“remembrance,” “luxuriousness,” “shrewdness,” respectively, for the examples just cited.337 But 
which English adjective is appropriate for φιλημο-? Since we have encountered the word in the 
context of kin, fellow-citizens, probably friends, and perhaps lovers, “friendliness,” 
“affectionateness,” “lovingness,” or “loving-kindness” may each be suitable, though perhaps not 
fully adequate approximations of a lofty, emotionally charged word.338 Although we have noted 
the broad semantic range of φιλέω and its cognates (the verb, for example, can mean “kiss,” the 
noun φίλημα “a kiss”), I have found no evidence for a specifically erotic meaning of the noun 
(e.g., “sexiness”).   
                                                                                                                                                       
an outcrop of rock on the SW part of Barako hill, contain the noun katapygon and a personal name in the nominative 
(no. 1 is fragmentary). No. 2 elaborates somewhat, reading Αἰσχίας καταπύγον προφθάς. “Aischias (is) a first-
place katapygon.”  
335 Nouns in –σύνη are frequently generated from adjectives in –μων: μεθημοσύνη, συνημοσύνη, ὑποθημοσύνη, 
μνημοσύνη, ἀδαημοσύνη, φραδμοσύνη, ἰδμοσύνη, λησμοσύνη, τλημοσύνη, χρησμοσύνη, γνωμοσύνη, 
ἀγνωμοσύνη, ἀπημοσύνη. Wyss (1954) 21-23 shows that abstracts in –mosyne are secondary formations, designed 
to suit dactylic metres. Yet Wyss (1954) 33 derives the noun philemosyne from the adjective (whereas in the case of 
συνημοσύνη, where the adjective is unattested, he allows [22] that the formation is by analogy); in any case, it is a 
secondary formation (see next note). Cassio (2007) 14-16 similarly suggests that the noun was created in an Ionic 
context to suit dactylic poetry. 
336 EM 65.21, 259.58. On the other hand, the personal name Φιλήμων is common. Bechtel (1917) 511 seemingly 
derives this from the noun, “Das verkörperte φίλημα vgl. Νοήμων, Φρονήμων, Χαιρήμων,” but this is uncertain 
since νοήμων exists and *χαίρημα is unattested. Solin (2001) 55 insists that the name cannot be a short-form.  
337 Cassio (2007) 14-17 equates such -syne forms to German nouns in –schaft or English –ship, but these are 
denominal formations. Deverbal “remembrance” is the best approximation in English of μνημοσύνη 
(“rememberingness,” if it existed, would be closer); “mindfulness” is semantically inaposit.   
338 Unforunately, some of these words are not common in contemporary English, and some of them do not strike me 
as poetic. “Friendliness,” while common, is too feeble to capture philemosyne in some of the contexts in which we 
have seen it, and “loving-kindess,” while it may have an elevated ring to it, is perhaps too archaic. Wyss (1954) 33 
translates as “Freundlichkeit.” Day (2018) suggests that the word served to heighten the emotional tone of poetry in 
elegiac metre.   
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In all cases, the term is an abstraction that designates a quality. We have noted (n. 300) that 
Dettori, in disagreement with Andreiomenou, argues that the quality is that of an individual and 
does not denote a reciprocal relationship. But this sort of distinction may be misleading: 
philemosyne is a quality, as Dettori maintains, but it is a social one, and in the epigram of Kleibis 
and Euthydikos it is explicitly a mutual quality. 
As noted above, philia-vocabulary is multivalent. Even when some context is available, 
however, translation may be inadequate. CEG 25 (Attica, ca. 540-30), cited above, is instructive:  
μνε͂μα φίλοι με [(⏑) ‒ ⏑ (:)] | πατὲρ ἐπέθεκε θανόντ[ι (:)], |  
χσὺν δὲ φίλε μέτερ : vacat | [‒⏑⏑‒⏑⏑‒].  
“... father placed me as a mnema for his dear dead..., and, together, his/her/their loving mother...” 
φίλοι (dative singular) may be rendered “dear” or “beloved” to indicate the parents’ affection for 
their dead child, whereas φίλε probably is active, again indicating the mother’s affection. But it 
would be perverse to claim that the relationships involved here are not mutual and 
interconnected: φίλε, for example, could also connote the affection between the father and the 
mother, which adverbial χσὺν also implies. 
Similarly, Pyrrichos commemorates Mnasitheios in return for (anti) the loving-kindness (or 
friendli-, affectionate-, lovingness) of the deceased, but the memorial itself strongly implies that 
Pyrrichos was the beneficiery of this quality and probably exhibited it in return. Similarly, the 
epigram from Samos, perhaps a gift in return for (anti) the quality of the recipient, could equally 
commemorate reciprocal philemosyne between the giver and recipient (as also in the epigrams of 
Makonion and Pherekleides). Kylon, meanwhile, commemorates the philemosyne of his two 
children, which could connote the affection they each felt for their father, as well as that felt for 
one another; again, the monument itself implies Kylon’s reciprocation. Finally, Kleibis’ rupestral 
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epigram renders the reciprocity explicitly by memorializing the philemosyne “of both Euthydikos 
and himself.” 
In the Theognidea, the quality is one that might serve, alongside an oath, as the basis for trust 
between astoi. Accordingly, it is suitable in the context of civic, as well as personal relationships, 
but, as we saw above (3.5) with Lysitheos’ inscription commemorating his philia for Mikion, the 
distinction between civic and personal relationships may be less clear-cut than our 
preconceptions and terminology allow.   
Although our term is attested but once in ‘literary’ poetry, its earliest appearance is in an 
epigram scratched on a vessel associated with the symposium, the lebes from Samos. 
Accordingly, I suggest that this abstract word may have originated in the context of the 
symposium, where, as we have seen, philia was both expressed by individuals and discussed in 
theoretical terms.  
3.9 Conclusion 
We began this chapter at the symposium, with Theognis’ seal, which I argued depended on 
the written word as a vehicle for disseminating his name and his verses. While similar 
expressions of ownership can mark a cup as the ‘private’ property of a named individual, they 
assume a social situation, the symposium, in which such claims can be publicized. The 
preoccupation with theft at the symposium is a coded acknowledgement of the necessary process 
of dissemnation via reading and reperformance on future occassions that Theognis and Tataie 
alike envisioned.  
Indeed, the symposium has emerged in our readings as an ideal social space for such 
performances, and the relationships thereby expressed are often characterized by the slippery 
term philia. I have attempted to sketch some of the varieties of sympotic philia that were either 
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publicized by named individuals or else were postulated in generic terms in some of the graffiti 
and dipinti associated with the symposium. As we have seen, however, ‘the symposium’–itself a 
broad construct of idealized commonunality characterized by wine-consumption that in practice 
embraced various and different occasions–was not the only locus for expressing sympotic philia. 
Funerary epigrams too could express, with a different emphasis, the theme of pistis between 
philoi or hetairoi. Finally, the different contexts and media for the articulation of philemosyne 
indicate as well that personal relationships may shade into civic ones, and that our notions of 
‘private’ contexts for their expression need to account for the fact of their publicization.  
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CHAPTER 4: MNEMATA IN PUBLIC: POLITICS, AUTHORITY, AND HISTORY 
In the last chapter, we focused upon the notionally private locus of the symposium and 
studied the texts generated and read therein, beginning with our earliest preserved inscriptions. I 
also suggested that the discourse of the symposium, particularly that of philia, as revealed by 
epigram, found its way into ‘public’ places as well. In this chapter, the chronological focus is the 
late Archaic period and its sequel. I discuss texts that might typically be characterized as 
political, historical, and authorized. Whereas in the last chapter we began with the sympotic poet 
Theognis, here Simonides provides our point of orientation. My aim will be to show that 
perceived innovations in the late Archaic period are richer and more complex than has been 
appreciated. Again I will pursue reader-centered criticism of epigrams both well known and 
obscure in an effort to fill out somewhat our picture of this dynamic period, the many individuals 
who sought to be remembered via mnemata, and some of the circumstances in which their 
epigrams were received.   
Scholars have detected innovation in epigrammatic habits during the end of the Archaic 
period and the beginning of the Classical. The perception of a new era is by no means confined 
to epigram (compare, for example, the rise of tragedy or changes in sculptural style), but it is 
remarkable that there survive to us a bounty of epigrams pertaining to major historical and 
political events, some preserved via the literary tradition, some in stone, some in both media. 
Above all, Athens, particularly her new democratic regime, looms large, as does the subject of 
the Persian Wars. The emergence of Athenian commemorative epigrams for the collective war 
dead is a familiar, if still poorly understood phenomenon.1 Are we here to detect new modes of 
commemoration, or the emergence of Democracy as a self-conscious propagandist?2  
                                                
1 See Higbie (2010) 183-201 on Persian Wars epigrams, memory, and politics; Petrovic (2010) 202-15 on the “true 
lies” of Athenian public epigrams (further on which, below); Keesling (2010) 100-30 on the politico-historical 
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In each section in this chapter, I shall adduce examples to show that this new era of political 
and historical epigrammatic commemoration is broader and more varied than has been supposed. 
Some of this material is from outside Athens, or some is prior to the Athenian democracy or 
seemingly unconnected with it. In addition, individuals now known to us only through their 
inscribed epigrams are found to engage in the same culture of commemoration–addressing local 
audiences in civic terms, or recording the activity of a proud magistrate.  
A recurrent key word in most of this material is mnema: although perhaps most familiar from 
funerary epigram, it is prevalent in dedications, and also appears in epigrams that defy modern 
categorization. I will explore the corners of this culture of commemoration that is evident at the 
end of the Archaic period, unpacking ‘political’ or ‘historical’ mnemata and attempting to 
understand their ‘public’ life. 
4.1 Simonides and Memory: ‘New’ Modes of Commemoration at the End of the Archaic 
Period 
If one were to attach a name to this supposed new era of commemoration, it would be that of 
Simonides, son of Leoprepes, from Ceos. Simonides was celebrated in antiquity as a master and 
innovator in various kinds of lyric poetry (epinician, encomium, threnody, paian), as well as 
elegy, but especially epigram; the remnants of his poetry that survive confirm this reputation in 
the judgment of modern critics.3 Biographical testimonia link the poet with wealthy and powerful 
                                                                                                                                                       
commemoration of the polemarch Callimachus. The interpretation of the ‘Monument of the Persian War epigrams’ 
(IG I3 503/4) is debated and the bibliography is vast; for our purposes here, it is sufficient to note that these 
epigram(s), whatever their referent(s) and whether funerary or otherwise commemorative in nature, are interpreted 
as an early example of this supposedly new epigrammatic habit. On commemoration of collective war dead, see 
Jacoby (1944), Stupperich (1977), Lougovaya (2004) 84-143, Low (2010) 341-58 and (2012) 13-39, Arrington 
(2015); on commemoration of the war dead outside of Athens, see Low (2003), Toher (1991). In general on the 
construction of the past in fifth-century Athens, see, e.g., Boedeker (1998), Ferrari (2002), Anderson (2003) and 
(2007), Jung (2006), Grethlein (2010).  
2 I shall consider the applicability of the concept of propaganda below. 
3 See Hutchinson (2001) 285-91; see T 1-4, 24-34 Poltera for the judgments of ancient writers and the genres of his 
poetry.  
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patrons, among them Hipparchus of Athens, the dynasts of Thessaly, and Hieron of Gela and 
Syracuse.4 But in addition to his commissions for these individual rulers, those for states or 
confederacies such as the Delphic Amphictiony are also attested or–especially in the case of 
‘historical’ epigrams–inferred from the content of the poetry.  
In this respect, modern scholars have not strayed far from the biographical tradition attached 
to Simonides: he operated in elite, well connected circles, and he took commissions from states 
or individuals wealthy and prestigious enough to afford his fees.5 I do not care to enter into the 
debate about the authenticity of Simonidean epigrams,6 except to observe that a primary criterion 
in antiquity for identifying and accepting Simonides’ authorship of an epigram appears to be that 
of historical or political significance. Although my own focus will be on epigrams contemporary 
with Simonides that are not normally associated with him, he provides a convenient point of 
departure as the figure associated with this supposed new era of commemoration.  
In Appendix E, I examine the tradition of Simonides’ association with memory–mneme–and 
posit a connection with his reputation as a preeminent epigrammatist, the author of poems whose 
function is commemoration–mnemata. In short, I there argue that Simonides positioned himself 
as a preeminent author of mnemata, and that this authorial self-presentation was marked in other 
genres elsewhere in his oeuvre. This is not to suggest that Simonides was the first poet to 
conceive of his poetry as memorializing, nor that he invented the mnema-function of epigram. 
Rather, he successfully advertised how his poems functioned as mnemata, such that later he both 
became connected with the ‘new’ mode of political-historical epigram and recognized as the 
inventor of mnemonics.  
                                                
4 T 52-70 Poltera. For a possible new testimonium, see Fleischer (2017) 29-33. 
5 See T 74-77 Poltera on Simonides’ avarice.  
6 On this debate, see Hauvette (1896), Boas (1905), Page FGE 119-23, Bravi (2006) 19-26, Petrovic (2007) 25-58, 
Sider (2007b) 113-30, (2016) 140-54.  
 232 
In the present section, however, I consider in brief Simonides qua poet of political-historical 
‘public’ epigrams. I then turn to consider some mnema-inflected epigrams that pertain to this 
tradition. Simonides’ legacy as an epigrammatist did not arise ex nihilo, and one of my goals is 
to sketch the milieu in which he came to fame.  
A. Petrovic, the most recent commentator on epigrams ascribed to or associated with 
Simonides, has commendably made an effort to situate these poems in their historical, physical, 
and social contexts.7 Like many other students of epigram, Petrovic explicitly divides his 
material into ‘public’ and ‘private,’ an approach we have critiqued in previous chapters. But 
Petrovic mounts a defense of this procedure by appealing not only to the distinction based on the 
dedicator or authorizer of an epigram,8 but also to the context and reception of the epigrams. 
Petrovic contends, for example, that ‘private’ votive epigrams have less of a dynamic 
relationship to their contexts than do “official” ones (“,,offizielle“ Epigramme”), even as he 
acknowledges that such ‘private’ monuments could be set up in the public spaces of a polis (we 
shall return to this dichotomy when considering the concept of propaganda).9 It is now generally 
accepted that dedications have both an agalma-function and a mnema-function; as an agalma, a 
dedication marks or engenders charis between dedicator and deity, and as a mnema it situates the 
dedicator in society by preserving the name and act of piety.  
                                                
7 Petrovic (2007) 280-90. 
8 Petrovic (2007) 282-83, 285 and, in developed form, (2009) 195-216 argues that state-sponsored epigrammatic 
competitions provided an authorization process for ‘institutional’ epigrams that was distinct from that of ‘private’ 
ones. He provides evidence for such competitions in the Hellenistic period, but I do not believe that this can be a 
guide to late Archaic or even Classical practices; his translation and interpretation ([2009] 212) of Dem. Cor. 289 
(λέγε δ’ αὐτῶι τουτὶ τὸ ἐπίγραμμα, ὃ δημοσίαι προείλεθ’ ἡ πόλις αὐτοῖς ἐπιγράψαι) as “... which the state had 
publicly chosen to have inscribed for them” is tendentious and requires defense, since δημοσίαι readily modifies 
ἐπιγράψαι, meaning “at public expense” (could the polis have made a ‘private’ choice?), and προείλεθ’ governs the 
infinitive, not the relative pronoun, and means “chose deliberately” (LSJ s.v. II 4; the sense “prefer” has the rejected 
alternative expressed by a genitive or prepositional phrase: LSJ s.v. II 2). Cf. Bakewell (2007) 89-101 on casualty 
lists, arguing that early on they were kept by generals in a ‘private’ capacity, but that later the demos sought to 
curtail the authority of the generals and created a bureaucracy to control such lists. 
9 Petrovic (2007) 285. 
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As J. Day has argued, these functions are compatible: most rituals of Greek religion are 
deeply social activities, and although we cannot deny the existence of ‘private’ or personal 
relationships between worshiper and deity, most acts of piety took place in public view (e.g. 
sacrifice).10 Inscribed dedicatory epigrams are artifacts of such acts, typically set up in ‘public’ 
spaces such as a local or Panhellenic sanctuary. Accordingly, inscribed votive epigrams will 
always have a dynamic relationship with their physical context.    
As for the ‘historical’ content of ‘public’ epigrams, Petrovic advances the prudent 
methodological caution that one cannot treat them as objective witnesses to events; yet he 
restricts this observation to ‘institutional’ epigrams (“Institutionelle Epigramme”), as though 
‘non-institutional’ epigrams that refer to events were any different in this respect. He argues that 
a polis was responsible for creating ‘intentional history,’ the ‘official’ truth that the polis accepts 
and hands down.11 But, as we shall see, poleis were not alone in generating ‘intentional history,’ 
and it is mistaken to suppose that there even was a single, official line on the history of a given a 
polis.12    
This last consideration raises another methodological issue: whether it is sound to identify a 
discrete category of ‘historical’ epigrams and to analyze these as such. L. Bravi, who provides 
another recent study of Simonidean epigrams, offers a ready answer: although many Simonidean 
                                                
10 The exceptions, such as Socrates’ relationship with his daimonion, indicate the prevailing rule. Inscribed curse-
tablets, often buried in graves such that humans could not read them, contrast interestingly with ‘public’ dedications. 
Note that what I here describe is different from (but of course connected with) the issue of identifying ‘state cult.’ 
On that topic, see Aleshire (1994) 9-16. See Parker (1996) 5-7 on the challenges of applying an antithesis between 
‘public’ and ‘private’ to Athenian (indeed, Greek) religion.  
11 Petrovic (2007) 290, developed in Petrovic (2010) 202-15. For the concept of “intentional history” coined by H.-J. 
Gehrke, see Gehrke (2001) and the contributions in Foxhall, Gehrke, Luraghi (2010).   
12 Gehrke (2001), for example, well observes that every innovation in a tradition became part of history if it was 
received, but the question is complex: we must think in terms of receptions (plural). Gehrke characterizes (301-4) 
the Athenians as generating their intentional history around the Persian Wars and representing this as canon in 
tragedy and oratory. But these genres (especially tragedy) are far from univocal, and the intentionality in question 
constantly changes, such that it becomes very difficult to speak of “the collective memory of the Athenians”; for one 
example, see Anderson (2015). The premise of an official version is shared by Shear (2011), who treats the 
Athenians’ response to the oligarchic revolutions in the later fifth century.  
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epigrams contain references to people or events of historical interest, their function or intent was 
not historiographical per se but was, e.g., votive, sepulchral, or honorary. Bravi, however, 
proceeds to identify a core of ‘historical’ epigrams in the Simonidean corpus–those pertaining to 
political-military events or persons–arguing that, despite the subjectivity of the procedure, it is a 
useful one for the modern critic.13 Since Bravi’s focus is upon the development of the tradition 
of the Simonidean corpus, there may be a further justification in that historically interesting 
epigrams could have been favored for preservation and inclusion in collections of Simonidean 
epigrams.14  
But Bravi’s contention that the function of an epigram is never historiographical is bizarre: 
what, for example, is a mnema but a vehicle for historical memory? I would venture to suggest 
that the mnema-function of an epigram (dedicatory or otherwise) is precisely a historiographical 
function.15 Whether or not that history is of interest to those who receive it and then choose 
either to preserve it (for example, in a collection of epigrams written on papyrus or repeating it to 
others), to ignore it, or actively to obscure it, is a different question, and one to which we shall 
return.  
Petrovic’s observation that epigrams are not objective witnesses to historical events–a 
position implicitly adopted by Bravi too–is salutary, but his a priori distinction between public 
and private types leads him to characterize ‘historical’ epigrams as artifacts of “state-legitimated 
history.”16 It is true that any person or entity that authorizes an epigram is likely to want its 
                                                
13 Bravi (2006) 37-38. For an early example of such a collection, cf. Hiller von Gaertringen’s Historische 
Griechische Epigramme (1926).  
14 Bravi (2006) 21-22 shows that certain series in the Anth. Pal. may indicate a thematic ordering of the epigrams 
(e.g., a Persian Wars series); but the selection and organization of these epigrams were not linear or continuous 
processes.  
15 Bravi (2006) 38 argues that other inscriptional genres, such as that of honorific decrees, were used for real (“vere 
e proprie”) narrative. But see Bowie (2010) 313-84 on the subject of epigram as narration. 
16 Petrovic (2007) 290 “staatlich legitimierte Geschichte” (italics in original).  
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content to be favorable (or at least not unfavorable) to him-, her-, or itself, and we may guess that 
an epigram represents the authorizer’s perspective and version of events.  
But the question of legitimacy or, to put it cynically, propaganda arising from ‘the state’ only 
begins with the step of authorization: the readings and receptions of an epigram must be brought 
to bear as well. For example, readers might have attached a great deal of authority and legitimacy 
to a text that was inscribed at the behest of an individual. And, as we shall see, institutions and 
individuals, whether powerful and otherwise known to us or not, alike appeal to their readers, 
asking for recognition and remembrance.  
The classic study of the semantics of mnema by Eichler remains of value.17 He compared the 
syntactic function of the words sema and mnema in epigrams in order to help determine their 
semantic differences. Although his study did not treat the material comprehensively, he noted 
that mnema occurs also in non-funerary epigrams, and he correctly concluded that mnema is a 
semantically more narrow term than sema, which it sometimes defines as a predicate.18 In 
Appendix F, I provide a comprehensive list of occurrences of mnema in Archaic inscribed 
epigram, it’s syntax, the type of monument, and semantics.  
More recently, A. Chaniotis has argued that Greek inscriptions of all kinds are characterized 
by “Mnemopoetik,” a function of memory- or intentional history-production.19 Yet Chaniotis, 
like Petrovic, focuses upon the role of poleis and, when noting that historical memory is (also) 
the remembrance of eminent individuals and families, highlights elites.20 I do not deny that few 
of our epigrams unambiguously preserve the remembrance of non-elites (a categorization I have, 
                                                
17 Eichler (1914) 138-43. 
18 Cf. Stroszeck (2013) 7-27 for a recent study of inscribed grave boundary-markers that variously employ sema, 
mnema, mnemeion, and theke.  
19 Chaniotis (2014) 132-66; note (134) that his compound is comprised of mneme (not mnema) and poiein (thus not 
‘poetry’).  
20 Chaniotis (2014) 147-50: “Historische Erinnerung in epigraphischen Texten ist (auch) Erinnerung an 
Protagonisten und Familien.” 
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however, previously criticized), but the framing of the topic as polis-centric, and (“auch,” 
secondarily) involving the ‘private’ elite all but squeezes out the already marginal other voices. I 
therefore highlight these in what follows. They are, especially in the Archaic period, there to be 
heard.   
Let us consider an epigram from the Athenian Acropolis that is contemporaneous with 
Simonides’ prime period of activity and that indicates a conceptual link between mnema, an 
object intended to facilitate remembrance, and mneme, remembrance itself. The epigram is 
inscribed stoichedon (with the exception of a correction), upon a round, marble column-capital, 
which has on its top a circular socket for a dedication to Athena. The capital was excavated near 
the north wall of the Acropolis (fig. 30a-b). 
IG I3 718 (~ CEG 235, ca. 500-480?) 
[ἔργο]ν θαλόντον, πολιέοχε πότνι’ Ἀθάνα, |  
Σμίκρο καὶ παίδον μνε͂μ’ ἔχοι hέδε πόλις.21  
“[?work]s22 flourishing,23 polis-protecting mistress Athena, may this polis have mnema of 
Smikros and his children.”  
Scholars have offered three different interpretations of the epigram, the uncertain factors being 
the initial genitive phrase, the optative ἔχοι, and the meaning of mnema.24 (1), Friedländer-
Hoffleit offer the following translation: “May our citadel preserve, O guardian mistress of the 
                                                
21 [ἔργο]ν Lolling-Wolters: [ἀστο͂]ν Kirchoff: [ὄλβο]ι Maas: [ἀγρο͂]ν FH, fere. ιδονμνεμ in ras., corr. ex ιδονμεμ 
22 If [ἔργο]ν is read it would need to refer to land, for plants, people, cities, or conditions flourish in Greek, not man-
made things: cf. LSJ s.v. θάλλω; the nearest exception I have found is h.Herm. 452, with the noun μολπή. 
Friedländer-Hoffleit’s [ἀγρο͂]ν deserves consideration. Consequently, Raubitschek’s (DAA 53-55) suggestion that 
Smikros may be identified with the homonymous vase-painter and that the socket on top of the capital was for the 
foot of a vase cannot be supported by reading [ἔργο]ν and referring this to vase-production. Raubitschek’s case for a 
vase-dedication is refuted by Keesling (2003) 71-75 and (2005), esp. 415-16. 
23 The participle is present tense, with the geminate written simplex (thus Threatte I 512), not aorist, which would 
not fit the metre. 
24 Kaczko (2016) 219-23 offers the most recent commentary on the epigram.  
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city, this monument of the prosperity of Smicrus and his sons.”25 With this interpretation, the 
opening genitive phrase, with an attributive participle, is governed by the noun μνε͂μα, the 
dedication. But Peek, in his review of Friedländer-Hoffleit, objects that there is no formula of 
dedication in this epigram: Smikros does not say they he ‘set up this μνε͂μα,’ nor do we find the 
expected deictic tode. 
(2) Peek (endorsed in IG) argues that the prayer is contained not in the optative verb but is 
expressed by the participial phrase, roughly, “may their works ever be in bloom,” a prayer that is 
accompanied by the dedication; μνε͂μα (the dedication) then governs Smikros and the boys, with 
the participial phrase being absolute.26 But the mood of the finite verb cannot be, as it were, 
relinquished to the participle, and this alleged optative use of a circumstantial participle is 
unparalleled.27  
(3) D’Alfonso proposes that the initial phrase is absolute (circumstantial) but represents a 
conditional protasis.28 She further suggests that the noun μνε͂μα refers not to the physical 
dedication but is equivalent in sense to mneme.29 This interpretation accounts for the optative 
verb, which must express a wish, whereas if mnema means the dedication, the prayer is otiose. 
Why would Smikros pray that the Acropolis have his dedication (essentially the interpretation of 
Friedländer-Hoffleit) if his act of dedication has already accomplished this? While it is true that 
                                                
25 Cf. Day (2010) 189.  
26 Peek (1955) 231-32; I infer that he considers the participial phrase to be absolute because he insists that it is not 
governed by μνε͂μα. Hallof, however, in his translation accompanying the digital edition of IG, essentially follows 
FH, albeit with mnema as the predicate of an implied demonstrative pronoun: “Stadtbeschirmende Herrin Athene, an 
die blühenden Werke des Smikros und (seiner) Kinder soll (dies) zur Erinnerung haben die Stadt hier” 
(http://telota.bbaw.de/ig/IG I³ 718 accessed: 10 Oct. 2017).  
27 Peek’s suggestion that the expression of the prayer in the participial phrase is “nach bekannter griechischer 
Weise” is imprecise. He presumably has in mind examples wherein “das eigentliche Prädikat des Satzes” is 
expressed by a participle, not the finite verb: K-G 490.2. But ἔχοι must still express a wish, which Peek fails to 
explain. 
28 D’Alfonso (1986) 84 “ ‘Prosperando i cittadini, o venerabile Atena che proteggi la rocca, possa questa città 
conservare il ricordo di Smicros e dei suoi figli’.” She cites in support examples of wishes where the protasis is 
expressed by θεῶν θελόντων or a similar phrase; her adoption of Kirchoff’s [ἀστο͂]ν is possible, but it makes for a 
strange protasis (see below, in text).  
29 D’Alfonso (1986) 84-85. 
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in dedicatory epigram the god is sometimes asked to receive the agalma of the dedicator, here 
the subject of the wish is explicitly the polis, not the addressee Athena, and the wish specifically 
concerns the dedication’s mnema-function, which involves the human, social realm, not the 
agalma-function, with which the deity is concerned.30  
My own interpretation largely follows that of D’Alfonso, but the initial genitive absolute 
probably expresses not a conditional clause but circumstances coincident with the main clause (a 
revised form of Peek’s approach): “while (his/their) [?work]s are flourishing, polis-protecting 
mistress Athena, may this polis have mnema of Smikros and his children.,” i.e., ‘may they 
flourish, and may....’31 As noted above, the supplement [ἔργο]ν is uncertain, and Kirchoff’s 
[ἀστο͂]ν (adopted by D’Alfonso) would also yield good sense: Smikros prays either for his 
family’s fortune or that of his fellow Athenians. Alternatively, the initial genitive phrase could be 
governed by mnema (as Friedländer-Hoffleit have it): “of the flourishing [?work]s, polis-
protecting mistress Athena, of Smikros and his children, may this polis have mnema” (for the 
two genitives, see Appendix F), but the word order does not particularly recommend this. 
But D’Alfonso’s assimilation of mnema to mneme requires further comment. The prayer is a 
periphrasis, “may this city remember Smikros and his boys.” 32 The periphrastic verb with 
                                                
30 J. Day, in defense of Friedländer-Hoffleit’s interpretation, has pointed out to me that μνε͂μ’ ἔχοι hέδε πόλις may 
be a version of the dexai motif in dedicatory epigram, where the god is asked to “receive” the dedication: cf. Day 
(2010) 116 with n. 163. But, as the examples of this motif demonstrate (CEG 345, 352, 367, 418), the recipient is 
the god, and, as Day well argues, it is the dedication as agalma that concerns the deity (explicitly so in 367 and 418). 
In CEG 351 (Olympia, Corinthian dedication, 458/7), the epigram describes how the naos has (ἔχει) the dedication 
of war-booty, which introduces the story of its dedication: “the naos holds a golden phiale, but from Tanagra the 
Lakedaimonians and (their) alliance dedicated (it), a gift from Argives and Athenians and Ionians....” The phiale 
there functions as a mnema of the Spartan victory, and there is no mention of the dedicatee at all. 
31 Alternatively, the circumstantial participle could be causal, “since [?work]s are flourishing...,” but this would 
better suit a statement of dedication. See Kaczko (2016) 154 for examples of a genitive absolute with a participial 
form of euchomai ‘explaining’ a dedication.  
32 Compare IG I3 722 (~CEG 225), inscribed on a contemporary Acropolis statue base (ca. 500-480?): [—5-6—]νες 
καὶ παῖδες Ἀθεν[α]ίαι τόδ’ ἄγ[αλμα] | [ἄνθεσα]ν· hε δ’ αὐτ[οῖ]ς [πρόφ]ρονα θυµὸν [ἔχοι] “...es and his children 
[dedicate]d this ag[alma] to Athena. And may she [have] a [pro]pitious heart for them,” i.e., ‘may she be propitious 
of heart.’ 
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mnema is paralleled in a poem of Theognis addressed to Cyrnus on the topic of choosing noble 
friends (111-12):   
οἱ δ’ ἀγαθοὶ τὸ μέγιστον ἐπαυρίσκουσι παθόντες,  
μνῆμα δ’ ἔχουσ’ ἀγαθῶν καὶ χάριν ἐξοπίσω. 
“But the noble enjoy in the highest degree (all the good things) that they experience, and they 
remember (lit., have mnema of) these good things and are grateful (lit., have charis) in future.”33  
Whereas Theognis’ noble men remember and are grateful for being treated well, Smikros 
appears to present himself as the benefactor (as the dedication itself indicates), the city and its 
goddess being the ones who, he prays, will remember him as such. In other words, the prayer is 
of the do ut des variety, but the poet has chosen to leave the do part implicit: rather than state 
‘Smikros dedicated this agalma as a mnema of himself and may such and such flourish in return’ 
(vel sim.), he asks ‘may there be mnema of himself and may such and such flourish (sc. in return 
for this agalma).’ And it is interesting that, while the prayer contains a vocative address to the 
goddess, it is “this polis” that is the subject-agent of his prayer. 
This last observation draws attention to another factor relevant to our interpretation–the 
physical context of the dedication on the Athenian Acropolis. In one sense, the location is neither 
private nor public space, but sacred, being the property of the goddess. But as the epigram’s 
epithet for Athena makes clear, she is also responsible for protecting her polis, Athens. The 
subject of the prayer, “this polis” may then simultaneously connote the Acropolis sanctuary and 
the city itself, both the sacred and the profane aspects.34  
                                                
33 Cf. Thgn. 1114 (pentam.) οὔτ’ ἀγαθῶν μνήμην εἰδότες οὔτε κακῶν. 
34 Day (2010) 138-41 discusses the epithet poliouchos as a hybrid, with both cultic and poetic credentials. I highlight 
the political (i.e., polis-rooted) association of the word. The epithet recurs in several other Acropolis epigrams: CEG 
198, 282 (extra metrum), 296, perhaps 213; elsewhere: 348 (East Lorcis, ca. 600-550?), 378 (Sparta, ca. 450?-431).  
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As we shall see when we consider the altar of Peisistratus, the mnema-function of such 
dedications is facilitated by their location in sanctuaries: as the property of the goddess, Smikros’ 
epigram is more likely to achieve its purpose, being preserved for future visitors of the sanctuary 
to read. Anyone who should stop and read the text would ‘remember’ Smikros and his boys by 
rearticulating the prayer.35 
While we are so obediently remembering Smikros, we must finally make a comment about 
his name. The name is common enough in Attica (29 are listed in LGPN 2 s.v.), but it hardly is 
an impressive designation (‘Shorty’). It probably could serve as a nickname,36 but perhaps this is 
unlikely in a dedication. As noted above, Raubitschek argued that he could be the homonymous 
vase-painter, whereas Keesling has more recently proposed identifying him with a tanner of the 
same name who made another Acropolis dedication.37 Although our Smikros does not indicate 
his profession, his humble-sounding name could suggest that he was among the artisans 
(banausoi) who are known to have offered similar dedications to Athena on the Acropolis.38 We 
should not, in any event, assume that he was a high status individual, such as a general, 
politician, or other figure of ‘historical’ significance. Nevertheless, Smikros prays that his city 
remember himself and his family.  
                                                
35 Cf. CEG 207 (ca. 510-500?), inscribed on a marble column capital from the Acropolis: one Aischylides offers his 
dedication “as a mnema of himself and his family” (αὐτο͂ κα[ὶ γ]εν[εᾶς μν]ε͂μα). 
36 See Hedreen (2016b) 115 n. 14, who notes that Aristodemos in Plato’s Symposium is described as smikros 
(Ἀριστόδημος ἦν τις, Κυδαθηναιεύς, σμικρός, ἀνυπόδητος ἀεί, 173b), whereas in Xenophon’s Memorabilia the 
same man is said to be nicknamed mikros (τὸν μικρὸν ἐπικαλούμενον, 1.4.2). Unlike Σμῖκρος, the personal name 
Μίκρος is scarcely attested (LGPN 3b s.v., one from Thessalian Pythion in the 3rd c.; 5a s.v., one from the area of 
the Troad in the 2nd-3rd c. AD). Perhaps Xenophon’s text should be emended to Σμῖκρον (the form of the adjective 
with sigma is found only once in Xen., at Oec. 8.11, which could account for an alteration to μικρὸν), since 
ἐπικαλούμενον implies an epiklesis (cf. English ‘Shorty’ vs. ‘short’). Compare also Archil. fr. 114 W on the subject 
of the preferred sort of general (οὐ φιλέω μέγαν στρατηγὸν ... ἀλλά μοι σμικρός τις εἴη).  
37 Raubitschek, DAA 53-55; Keesling (2003) 71-75 and (2005), esp. 415-16. See further Hedreen (2016b) 113-39 on 
the vase-painter Smikros, who, Hedreen argues, is a fictional guise of Euphronios.  
38 See Keesling (2003) 63-93 on the social status of dedicators, esp. 69-75 and 90-92 on the banausoi-dedications. 
She well points out that wealth need not imply high social status, and it is difficult to infer a dedicator’s status or 
profession from the form of the dedication. 
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Another Acropolis epigram, contemporaneous with that of Smikros, displays a similar 
concern with remembrance. The epigram is inscribed on a dedication to Hermes: its fragments, 
found near the Propylaia built into modern walls, belong either to a Herm or a marble pillar.  
IG I3 776 (~ CEG 234) 
hερμεί[αι ⁝ τόδε] | ἄγαλμα [⁝ διδὸς] | χάριν :̣ ἐν[θάδε ἔ]|θεκεν ⁝ 
Οἰν[ ca. 4]|ς ⁝ κε͂ρυχς ⁝ µ[νεμ]|οσύνες ⁝ hέ[νεκα].39            
“For Hermes [this] agalma, [giving] charis, here set Oin—s, a herald, for the sake of 
remembrance.”  
It is natural that a herald should make a dedication at the Propylaia to Hermes, guardian of gates 
and patron of heralds. But this herald Oin––s interestingly specifies that his agalma is dedicated 
for the sake of mnemosyne, the abstract noun formed from the adjective meaning “remembering” 
or “good at memory.” Although ‘remembrance’ is an English approximation, a formation closer 
to the original would be a Seussian ‘rememberingness.’   
The dedicator’s self-identification as a herald perhaps bears on the expression of the epigram. 
A herald is, of course, responsible for accurately reporting messages in his charge–mnemosyne is 
his business. The prepositional phrase governed by hέ[νεκα] admits of two interpretations, one 
prospective (‘for the sake of’) and one retrospective (‘in consequence of’).40 Accordingly, the 
herald could be expressing thanks for his good memory on a successful mission or he could be 
prospectively praying for good remembrance–either his own professional success or that he be 
remembered by others. The prospective interpretation is perhaps more likely in view of [⁝ διδὸς] 
| χάριν, which probably refers to the dedicator’s gift as a charis in the hope of recompense from 
                                                
39 I have dotted letters more conservatively than in IG based on my autopsy. Of the punctuation mark after χάριν I 
can see a lower dot and perhaps a trace of a high dot, but there was no middle dot. The lacunae of the first verse 
have been variously restored (see app. in IG and CEG), but the overall sense is clear. 
40 The sense ‘in consequence of’ is attested at CEG 58.4, 78.2, 351.4, but in CEG 416.4 (discussed below), the 
dedicator makes his votive ‘for the sake of’ (his) everlasting arete. 
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the god.41 But we need not be too strict in assigning a single meaning to the prepositional phrase, 
for it is evident both that the herald made his dedication with his profession in mind and that he 
used the mnema-function of epigram for self-commemoration.   
Yet another example from Archaic Attica foregrounds the mnema-function of epigram and 
reveals our interpretive challenges when deprived of contextual information. The epigram, a 
single hexameter, is inscribed around the edge of the face of a ‘Parian’ marble discus.42 The 
letters show traces of red and blue paint. The text surrounds a painted image of a bearded male, 
seated in profile. In the center of the discus are the remains of two iron nails, which will have 
been used to attach it to a stone or wooden backing. The object was intercepted by the police at 
the Piraeus in 1889,43 but the findspot is unknown. Its dating and identification as Attic are based 
on analysis of the lettering, script, and dialect. 
CEG 62 (~ IG I3 1393, ca. 510-500?; fig. 31a-b) 
μνε͂μα τόδ’ Αἰνέο σοφίας ἰατρο͂ ἀρίστο. 
“This (is) a mnema of the skill of Aineas, an excellent doctor.” 
Scholars have been evenly divided between interpreting the discus as either a funerary marker or 
a dedication.44 The doctor’s name, it has been claimed, could be analyzed as either Aineias or 
Aineios, the latter of which is very rare but is recorded by Stephanus of Byzantium (s.v. Κῶς) as 
an Askelpiad and great uncle of Hippocrates.45 The name Aineias, meanwhile, could be 
identified with a mythical Thessalian hero-doctor, who is, however, first attested in the second 
                                                
41 See Day (2010) 232-80 on charis. 
42 ‘Parian’ because such identifications of origin, based traditionally on autopsy, are not always reliable, and they are 
now made using sophisticated scientific analysis of the marble; to my knowledge, the discus has not been subjected 
to such analysis.  
43 I. Ch. Dragatses (AD [1889] 151) describes how the fragments of the discus were found in one of six boxes 
recovered near the port, “among many other antiquities of less value.” These boxes were evidently intended for 
illicit export. 
44 Despinis (2009) 3-11 offers a full, recent discussion. He tentatively concludes that the epigram is funerary, for a 
doctor who died in Athens. In IG, it is rightly printed among the varia. 
45 Thus Kirchhoff, IG I Suppl. p. 185, 422.  
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century. But the inscription shows the common Attic form Aineas (without the second iota; 
Aineos is nowhere attested), the second syllable of which is artificially lengthened to suit the 
metre.46  
I suppose that Aineas was a human, not a hero. Appendix F shows that, in Archaic epigram, 
where the word mnema governs the genitive of a name or a quality or deed, it is always 
connected with a human–most often the deceased or a votive-dedicator; I have found no 
counterexamples in inscriptions (poetry or prose) from any period. Whether it was Aineas or 
another who displayed this object is unknown, but as Clairmont has observed, the image of a 
seated bearded man–a “man of science”–can be correlated with the epigram.47  
Taken together, the epigram and image suggest that the primary function of the discus is 
commemoration of the doctor’s skill. If it also served as (or was attached to) a dedication to a 
deity, that votive function is not referenced in the epigram. If the object marked a grave, again, 
the epigram is notably silent about this function. Unlike the herald Oin––s, whose epigram 
characterized his dedication to Hermes as an agalma but also recorded his profession, Aineas’ 
epigram concerns itself with the second function alone (compare Smikros’ dedication).  
This sort of seemingly occasion-less mnema is not confined to Athens. Let us consider the 
mnema of one Akeratos. The epigram is inscribed upon a tower that stands on a crest at Pyrgos 
near Potamia Bay on the island of Thasos. The text is tentatively dated ca. 500-490 on the basis 
of other inscriptions mentioning Akeratos (discussed below, 4.2) and on the assumption that the 
present epigram is sepulchral. If this epigram is not sepulchral and was not inscribed after the 
death of Akeratos, it would date somewhat earlier. It consists of three iambic trimeters. 
                                                
46 Thus Threatte GAI I 212; a contemporary Attic funerary epigram for an Aineas, CEG 65 (Eleusis, ca. 510-500?), 
exhibits the same artificial treatment of the second syllable. As Threatte loc. cit. shows, the grapheme E is unlikely 
to represent the phoneme ei.  
47 Clairmont 3. 
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CEG 162: 
[Ἀ]κηράτο ε͜[ἰ]μὶ μνῆμα το͂ Φ[ρασ]ιηρίδο, 
κεῖμαι δ’ ἐπ’ [ἄ]κρο ναυσ[τ]ά|[θ]μο σωτήριον 
νηυσίν τε κα[ὶ] ναύτηισιν· ἀλλὰ χαίρετ[ε].  
“I am (a/the) mnema of [A]keratos, the son of Ph[ras]ierides, 
And I lie upon the most extreme point of anchorage as a salvation 
For ships and sailors. Anyway, hail!” 
Hansen (ad loc.) interprets the epigram as a funerary marker, but there is nothing in the text or 
the form of the monument that particularly suggests this.48 Like the discus of the good doctor, 
Akeratos’ tower is best characterized as a mnema. It’s self-characterization as a marker or 
beacon for sailors seeking anchorage may, perhaps, be compared with the herms of Hipparchus 
that marked the distance between the demes and the asty of Athens, which, according to the 
literary tradition, were labeled μνε͂μα τόδε hιπ(π)άρχο  (cf. CEG 304, Coropi, 528-14).49 If, 
however, it has a similar pragmatic function, Akeratos’ tower operates much as Hipparchus’ 
herms did as a memorial of himself. We shall consider in the next section another epigram of 
Akeratos’, which, unlike the present one, explicitly frames him in political terms.     
First, however, we examine another challenging memorial that shades into the political realm 
in unexpected fashion. The epigram, from Knidos, has, like that of Akeratos, been identified as a 
funerary marker, but the remains of the epigram are best characterized simply as a mnema. The 
poem is comprised of four hexameters, some of them perhaps metrically rough (the second line 
scans as a heptameter; see below).  
                                                
48 Cf. Oswald (2014) 1-2, who identifies the monument as a grave based on the presence of the word mnema. 
49 Cf. CEG 442 (ca. 440-30?), a marble (stele?) reportedly once found near the exterior gate of the Acropolis, which 
bears an elegiac epigram marking the distance to the altar of the Twelve Gods: the text is lacunose, but it seems to 
have been set up by an individual as a μνημεῖον ἀληθὲς (v. 1).  
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The text is inscribed in Knidian script on a gray limestone block, the original location of 
which is unknown. The right half of the stone was found on the southwestern slope of the 
acropolis at Kumyer, near a path (reportedly ancient) leading to a spring; it was published in 
1952 by Bean and Cook.50 The left half was discovered built into a modern wall of loose stones 
on the west side of the acropolis at Kumyer. Both pieces are broken on all sides, but very little 
text seems to be missing from the beginning and end of the lines.51  
I.Knidos 501 (~ SGO 1.1.12, cf. CEG 462, ca. 550-25?) 
vac. 
[––ca.?––]Α[–––ca.?–––]Α[–ca.?–]ε πολίταις πάντα σαο[–ca.?–] 
[.]ΝΙΑ̣ [τ]οῖσι ἄλλοις Κνιδίοισιν καὶ αἴπε<ρ> τις ξένος ἔλ[θηι] 
ἐν χώρωι ἐν ἱμερτῶι καὶ ἀνεμόεντι καταστάς· vac. 
µνᾶμα δὲ λᾶν κατέλειπε παρ’ ἐργαστήριον αὐτ[ο͂] vac. 
vac.52 
“[...] for the citizens [...] all [...] for the rest of the Knidians (or for the Knidians besides),53 and if 
perchance some xenos [should] come, standing54 in (sc. this) lovely and windswept place. And 
(he)55 left behind as a mnama a stone (or a mnama to behold)56 beside [?t/]his workshop.” 
                                                
50 Bean and Cook (1952) 193-94; cf. CEG 462. 
51 I thank Prof. Dr. Blümel for providing me with a photo of the left fragment. There are traces of letters in line 1 
that are marked as lacunae in I.Knidos 501, but, without access to the stone, I hesitate to reconstruct any more of the 
text. I print Blümel’s text except that I add ‘vac.’ as needed, specify that the small lacuna at the start of line 2 
accommodates one letter, punctuate at the end of line 3, and I print the Knidian grapheme O (= long vowel) as 
omega (Knidian has a lunate grapheme for the short vowel and spurious diphthong). See next note for other textual 
matters. 
52 1. σαο Bean-Cook, al.: σαω Hansen CEG 462, add. apud CEG II. 2. [Κ]νιδ[ί]οισι (init.) tent. Blümel (I.Knidos 
501, app. crit.). Κνιδίοισι{ν} κ. legendum metri causa (M-S; Hansen, Bean-Cook fere). αἴπε τις lap. 3. {ἐν} χ. 
legendum metri causa (M-S), sed litterae ἐν incertae sunt (hastas directas tres video): fort. ηι (i.e. ἔλ[θ]|ηι). 4. aut 
αὐτ[ό] (Hansen).  
53 M-S (SGO ad loc.) claim that the phrase simply means ‘the Knidians’: “bezeichnet eben die Knidier, so wie die 
Franzosen sagen “nous autres Français” (die wir eben anders sind als alle Nichtfranzosen),” but they cite no 
evidence. Bresson (1999) 92, 100 understands politai as meaning fellow-citizens, whom he seems to identify with 
‘the other Knidians’ in v. 2, for he infers that the epigram indicates the integration of the western part of the 
peninsula into a single Knidian group. LSJ s.v. ἄλλος II 8 show that the word can mean ‘besides’ in enumerations, 
with the example of Pl. Grg. 473d: πολιτῶν καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ξένων (cf. 447c3 with Dodds [1959] ad loc.: not ‘the 
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I begin from the last verse, which designates a mnama. Despite the absence of a deictic pronoun, 
it is economical to suppose that the mnama is the block bearing the epigram, not another marker. 
We could be certain of this if the neuter singular of the pronoun, instead of the masculine 
genitive, is read at the end of the verse. But who has placed this mnama beside a workshop? 
The subject is most likely expressed in verse one. But if, as editors suppose, it is a deceased 
individual, then a bizarre expression is the result. The dead do not typically “leave behind” their 
own grave monuments (although we shall consider some possible comparanda later).57 Nor, 
however, is this a verb of dedication, of ‘placing’ or ‘setting up’ a stele, agalma, or the like. The 
phrasing is remarkable: whoever has left behind this stone for whatever exact purpose, (s)he 
underscores that the function is that of a mnama–to be remembered by future generations.  
Efforts to restore e.g. σαό[φρον]58 in line one yield a most unlikely sentence: “prudent in all 
things towards politai and the other Knidians” is tolerable in a funerary epigram, but “and if 
perchance some xenos should come, standing in lovely and windswept place” is an appendage 
that will not refer to the social behavior of a now deceased person ante mortem. Rather, as the 
                                                                                                                                                       
rest’ but ‘the other thing, the epideixis’. If that is the meaning here, then the Knidians are distinguished from the 
politai.  
54 Pace M-S, who translate “und hat es niedergesetzt an einem lieblichen, luftigen Ort,” the participle is intransitive 
and the subject is τις ξένος (“und” is not in the Greek). The participle may refer to standing calmly or quietly (cf. 
LSJ s.v. B 4); see further n. 59. The word could also mean ‘settle into a place’ (LSJ s.v. B 1 a), but this sense 
requires εἰς c. acc.  
55 Possibly “she,” if the neuter singular is read at the end of the line (the feminine genitive singular does not suit the 
available space).  
56 Editors prefer the first translation (λᾶν as standing for λᾶαν), but it could be the infinitive of λάω, which means 
‘see’: “left behind a mnama to behold.” Cf. Hesych. lambda 273 Latte: [λᾶν· ὁρᾶν. ἢ λίθος], with Buck 159 on the 
formation. For similar use of the epexegetic infinitive, cf. CEG 18 (“set me up, beautiful to behold (ἰδε͂ν)”), 46 (“this 
sema to behold (ἰδε͂ν)”), 124 (“a mnama wondrous to behold (προσιδῆν)”), 399 (an Olympic victor sets up “this 
eikon for mortals to behold (ἐσορᾶν)”), 441, differently, (“Antinoos is beautiful to behold (ἰδε͂ν)”), possibly 375. 
57 The verb is not otherwise attested in Archaic epigram. In CEG 524 (Kerameikos, ca. 360?) the deceased “leaves 
behind” grandchildren; in CEG 673 (Tenos, 4th c.?) the deceased “leaves behind” family and property; in CEG 677 
(Lasaia, Crete, 4th or 3rd c.?) the deceased “leaves behind” philoi. Cf. Hansen ad CEG 459. 
58 Blümel, I.Knidos 501 (app. crit.); M-S, SGO 1.1.12 (in text).  
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participial phrase makes clear, the hypothetical xenos is imagined as coming to the place where 
the block is set up and standing before it.59  
The epigram thus envisions reading scenarios and inscribes its audience: politai, the rest of 
the Knidians, any xenos who should come.60 The description of the place (ἱμερτῶι καὶ 
ἀνεμόεντι) is rich and evocative.61 Ilion is the typical “windswept” place, but interestingly “lofty 
Knidos” is paired with “windswept Karpathos” in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo.62 The poet has 
taken pains to elevate the pedestrian (cf. ἐργαστήριον), to make this mnama memorable.  
The particulars of the epigram’s message still elude us. The end of line one and beginning of 
line two are difficult to reconcile. If verse and line end coincide, then very few words can satisfy 
[.]ΝΙΑ:̣ perhaps, given mention of a workshop, read [ὤ]νια (‘...preserves[?] for the politai 
everything for sale...’?).63 But since the second line evidently produces a heptameter, it is 
possible that [.]ΝΙΑ ̣actually ends the first verse (which would permit the remainder of the 
second line to scan as a hexameter).64 In addition, if this stone and the workshop (ergasterion) 
                                                
59 Compare especially the command of the queen in Aeschylus’ Persians for the messenger to “read out every 
suffering while standing composedly” (πᾶν ἀναπτύξας πάθος / λέξον καταστάς, 294-95, with Garvie [2009] ad 
loc.). 
60 Compare CEG 13.1 (Sepolia, Attica, ca. 575-50?) [εἴτε ἀστό]ς τις ἀνὲρ εἴτε χσένος | ἄλοθεν ἐλθόν ⁝ ....   
61 Compare the simpler address of CEG 28.1 (Dipylon, Athens, ca. 540-30?) ἄνθροπε hὸστείχε[ι]ς : καθ’ ὁδὸ|ν (a 
trace of the second iota is in fact visible), “you there who walk along the road.”  
62 43: καὶ Κνίδος αἰπεινὴ καὶ Κάρπαθος ἠνεμόεσσα. 
63 No more than one letter would seem to fit at the start of the line, if we are to judge from the left margin of lines 3 
and 4. My conjecture entails in l. 1 something like σάω[σε]: the proprietor/owner of the workshop or an 
agoranomos keeps watch over the wares?   
64 But I have thought of no way of connecting this with πάντα σαο[–ca.?–]. I prefer Hansen’s σαω, but either 
reading suggests some word connected with the root of σῶς/σαόω (to read πάντας creates more difficulties than it 
resolves). The dative singular of the adjective could be read (σαό[φρ|ο]νι α) but this is unintelligible syntactically 
and creates problems for the rest of line 2. The tentative suggestion of Blümel to read [Κ]νιδ[ί]οισι as a major error 
on the part of the letter-cutter is not impossible, but it is methodologically unsound to posit errors where there are 
lacunae. αἴπε<ρ> is the only demonstrable ‘error’ in the inscription, and this could merely reflect pronunciation (cf. 
Threatte GAI I 480-81 on Attic examples of such omission).   
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referred to were located near a spring, one might even think of a fuller’s shop, a ‘public’ place 
open to all visitors.65 
Whether the text serves as a funerary monument, an advertisement of a workshop, or for 
some other purpose, it is explicitly a mnama intended to communicate its message to a 
circumscribed audience. That the poet expended two and a half verses of a four-verse epigram to 
say, in essence, “anybody who reads this” is notable. The poet wanted to elaborate. The tripartite 
division of readers is patently along socio-political lines. 
This text has served as evidence in debates about the location of the Archaic polis of Knidos 
and the extent of Knidian territory. The current view is that there were two urban centers, but 
that Kumyer was not politically independent of old Knidos, which was probably located at 
Burgaz.66 Without entering into this debate, I observe that our epigram does appear to make a 
tripartite distinction that is consistent with that thesis: the politai are presumably the inhabitants 
around the acropolis at Kumyer; “the other Knidians” designate the larger social and political 
group of which the politai are evidently members;67 xenos refers to any other visitor who does 
not belong to either of the other two groups but who reads the inscription.   
Is this then a ‘public’ inscription? Bresson, deeply interested in the political ramifications of 
this ‘document’, nevertheless suggests that it has “un caractère privé.”68 We should recall in this 
regard that the two fragments of the epigram were found around the acropolis at modern 
                                                
65 The earliest ‘literary’ attestation of the word ergasterion is in reference to a fuller’s shop: Hdt. 4.14. Two 
dedications to Athena from the Athenian Acropolis are made by fullers: one dated ca. 550? is made by “Polykles, 
the fuller” (IG I3 554), the other is dated ca. 525-10? and is a tithe from “Simon, the fuller” (IG I3 616).   
66 See, e.g., Bean and Cook (1952) 205-212 (who locate Triopion at Kumyer), Bresson (1999) 83-114, IACP no. 
903, Berges (2006) 22-23, 30-34 (who denies the location of Triopion at Kumyer). Most now accept that Knidos 
was relocated to Tekir in the later Classical period.  
67 The politai are thus members of a polis in the urban, not political sense, whereas “Knidians” denotes the 
overarching political structure. This distinction is not made clear in the discussion at IACP no. 903. One wonders 
what urban polis was centered at Kumyer: perhaps the identification with Triopion should be revisited (but see last 
note).  
68 Bresson (1999) 100, who assumes that the text is funerary.  
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Kumyer: stones do travel, but I am willing to conjecture that the block originally stood in a 
prominent spot, perhaps with civic significance (on or near the acropolis?), that was accessible to 
politai, other Knidians, and foreigners, and at any rate a place where those distinctions may have 
mattered.  
It is worth reflecting on the meaning of such identity-markers in a text displayed in what is 
presumed to be a Knidian urban center. We may contrast the function of an identity-marker in a 
context alien to that identity. A recent discovery at the sanctuary of Apollo Iatros on the island of 
Sveti Kirik at Apollonia Pontica provides a parallel for the early socio-political significance of 
“Knidian” identity. A cup dated to the mid-sixth century is inscribed in Knidian script “–nas, the 
Knidian, dedicated me to Apollo the Doctor” ([...]νας μ’ἀνέθηκε τἀπόλλωνι τῶι Ἰατρῶι hο 
Κνίδιος).69 –nas felt it important to stress his Knidian identity outside the Knidia, much as he 
punctiliously identifies the Apollo to whom he makes dedication at Apollonia. This is not 
unusual.70 But it is not readily apparent why the author or authorizer of our epigram should 
choose to circumscribe his readership so explicitly. One wonders, in addition, how the subject 
that I assume is expressed in the lacunae of the first line is characterized. Is he, for example, a 
Knidian, a polites, or does he eschew such markers?71 
Our challenging Knidian epigram well introduces our next topic. What, if anything, is 
propaganda in Archaic Greece? Who is responsible for political statements (or messaging, to 
                                                
69 Panayotova, Damyanov, Stoyanova (2015) 289 no. 254. The diction, crasis, and elision may suggest some effort 
to produce poetry, but the inscription cannot be induced to scan metrically. I thank Margarit Damyanov for alerting 
me to this inscription and for sharing with me an excellent photograph.   
70 Compare the numerous inscribed ceramic dedications at Archaic Naukratis, several of which specify the city-
ethnic of the dedicator: Möller (2000) 166-81. If, as Möller argues, Naukratis was not a polis in its own right, then 
self-identification by city-ethnic there may have been important for disambiguation in a potential melting-pot. 
Interestingly, the Knidian dedications (identified as such by script) do not include the ethnic. But cf. Schachter 
(1994) 299-306 on the use and non-use of ethnika in dedications: the choice to employ an ethnikon was individual. 
One should not conclude, for example, that Knidian dedicators at Naukratis arrogated their Knidian identity.    
71 Cf. the Athenian sculptor who identifies himself as such in the Hygieia dedication (IG I3 506) discussed in Chapter 
2.1. Hansen’s assertion (ad loc.), that CEG 413 (of unknown findspot), signed by Kritonides the Parian, cannot have 
been set up on Paros, loses force. 
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employ a current term), and how are these received? I have noted above in discussion of 
Simonidean epigrams the tendency of scholars to characterize such material as ‘official’ or even 
state propaganda. Much as I have suggested that mnema-centric epigrams were not the preserve 
of poleis or even elites, I will in the second half of this chapter include ‘political’ epigrams that 
perhaps fall outside of these boundaries. 
4.2 Mnemata of Politics: Propaganda and onomata kala. 
As noted at the outset of this chapter, a recent focus of scholarship has been on the ancient 
construction of memory pertaining to major events of the late Archaic and early Classical period. 
M. Jung, for example, has applied the concept of lieux de mémoire to Marathon and Plataea and 
documented how the memory of these battles was exploited at different times, by various agents, 
to manifold purposes.72 The literature on memory studies and, in particular, on collective 
memory is vast.73 Such studies demonstrate that memory is inconstant, changeable, and liable to 
influence.74  
Yet, in relation to epigram, we have also seen a tendency for scholars to treat ‘public’ 
memorials in exclusive terms: the ‘state’ authorized a certain version of history, and this had 
official status. In terms of reception, such poems could then be scrutinized in terms of 
propaganda. We must be cautious, however, in anachronistically ascribing the phenomenon of 
                                                
72 Jung (2006).  
73 A. Assmann and J. Assmann in a series of writings have delineated several kinds of collective and individual 
memory. See in particular Assmann (1992), (1995), and (2008), distinguishing two forms of collective memory: 
communicative and cultural. Communicative (or biographical) memory is social, informal, everyday, and limited in 
its reach to three generations. Cultural memory is formal, institutionalized, and is associated with objects, places, 
rituals, and the like. Assmann, an Egyptologist, identifies cultural memory as largely restricted to an elite, and he 
cites in particular the restricted use of writing; to be sure, individuals play a role in this model, by bringing their 
memories into dialogue with their community’s narrative (cultural memory is thus not exclusively top-down). But 
this model must be applied with care to Archaic Greece, for writing certainly was not restricted to an elite or sacred 
order. The emphasis on formality is also unwanted if, as Assmann suggests, in early societies cultural memory was 
the job of poets, for we have seen that many tried their hand at epigram in Archaic Greece.  
74 Haake and Jung (2011) collect recent studies on Greek sanctuaries as places of cultural memory. The 
contributions in Alroth and Scheffer (2014) treat collective identities and memory in various locales and periods of 
Greco-Roman antiquity. 
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modern propaganda to ancient societies.75 We have seen that ‘private’ individuals too employed 
political or civic language in commemorating themselves, and we ought not to presume that their 
mnemata intrinsically bear any less or more authority. A more fruitful approach, I submit, is 
initially to bracket the public-private distinction (which we have seen is often the invention of 
modern scholars) and to consider what other information we may possess about the ancient 
reception of such poems. First, we shall consider briefly the issue of reception and 
commemoration of individuals in ‘political’ contexts in the later fifth century. I do this in order 
to establish that such reception took place and mattered.   
The Athenian speaker in the Melian Dialogue proposes to forego some of the usual rhetorical 
points (λόγων μῆκος ἄπιστον, Th. 5.89) in preference for the fundamental issues at hand. To 
offer such a typical speech, he states, would be speaking “with fine names” (μετ’ ὀνομάτων 
καλῶν). By praeteritio he reveals one of the arguments that uses such “fine names”: the 
Athenians rightly hold their arche because they defeated the Medes. The expression μετ’ 
ὀνομάτων καλῶν is usually translated as “with specious words” or similar, but this emphasizes 
the intent and motives of the speaker while obscuring the referent of the expression.76 In its 
immediate context, the phrase onomata kala connotes the ‘good name’ of the Athenians, who, 
for example, saved Greece from the Medes.  
                                                
75 Ellul (1965) is the classic study of the phenomenon of propaganda. He associates it specifically with the modern 
state, which has at its disposal sophisticated technology and methods of psychological and sociological analysis. I 
think the concept is largely inapplicable to the poleis of the Archaic and Classical periods. 
76 Ἡμεῖς τοίνυν οὔτε αὐτοὶ μετ’ ὀνομάτων καλῶν, ὡς ἢ δικαίως τὸν Μῆδον καταλύσαντες ἄρχομεν ἢ 
ἀδικούμενοι νῦν ἐπεξερχόμεθα, λόγων μῆκος ἄπιστον παρέξομεν... (5.89). A close parallel is found in 
Thucydides’ description of the growth of stasis, where it is “each of the leaders in the (various) cities who, with an 
attractive name, (that is) by attaching most honor either to political isonomia of the multitude or to prudent 
aristocracy, in word looking after the commonwealth...” actually trampled on justice, etc. (οἱ γὰρ ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι 
προστάντες μετὰ ὀνόματος ἑκάτεροι εὐπρεποῦς, πλήθους τε ἰσονομίας πολιτικῆς καὶ ἀριστοκρατίας 
σώφρονος προτιμήσει. τὰ μὲν κοινὰ λόγῳ θεραπεύοντες..., 3.82.8). In that passage, “an attractive name” is 
political sloganeering–both factions claimed to represent ta koina, each employing a good onoma albeit speciously. 
Cf. the USA PATRIOT Act, which is certainly an onoma kalon (the full title, “Uniting and Strengthening America 
by Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism Act of 2001,” is less attractive but 
arguably as specious as the acronym).   
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The other occurrence of this junctura in Thucydides shows more clearly the meaning of the 
expression and its significance in political discourse in the later fifth century. The Spartan leader 
Brasidas closes his speech exhorting the Akanthians to the Peloponnesian side by forecasting the 
benefits that will accrue to the people of Akanthos for their support (4.87.6).77 The Akanthians 
are “to initiate eleutheria for the Greeks and possess everlasting fame; with respect to their 
private interests (ta idia) they will not be harmed, and on their entire polis they will bestow the 
finest name (τὸ κάλλιστον ὄνομα).”78 Note that this rhetorical appeal operates on three levels 
of political and social identity–Greek, Akanthian, individual. These are complementary, and 
Brasidas’ triple appeal is founded on the premise that one’s good name mattered. 
Thucydides’ Brasidas in fact reflects a discourse that is found in fifth century ‘political’ 
epigram. Compare the monument erected for the heroes of Phyle who fought in order to restore 
the Athenian democracy. The monument’s epigram, reportedly erected at the Metroon in the 
Athenian agora (post 403), is quoted by Aeschines (3.190). Fragments of a marble base have 
been found that include a heading, followed by the names of the fighters, organized by tribe and 
including patronymic and demotic, below which was inscribed the epigram reported by 
Aeschines, followed at last by the decree authorizing the honors.79 The epigram reads as follows 
(CEG 431; cf. Page FGE ‘Anon.’ 114): 
τού[σδ’ ἀρετῆς ἕνεκα στεφάνοις ἐγέραιρε παλαίχθων] 
δῆμ[ος Ἀθηναίων οἵ ποτε τοὺς ἀδίκοις] 
θε[σμοῖς ἄρξαντας πόλεως πρῶτοι καταπαύειν] 
                                                
77 As Hornblower (1996) ad loc. (with further literature) observes, the speech throughout uses the language of 
eleutheria but with a menacing undertone. The Akanthians will benefit if they switch sides, but Brasidas implies that 
the Spartans will make them suffer if they refuse.  
78 ἀγωνίσασθε τοῖς τε Ἕλλησιν ἄρξαι πρῶτοι ἐλευθερίας καὶ ἀίδιον δόξαν καταθέσθαι, καὶ αὐτοὶ τά τε ἴδια 
μὴ βλαφθῆναι καὶ ξυμπάσῃ τῇ πόλει τὸ κάλλιστον ὄνομα περιθεῖναι. (4.87.6). 
79 SEG 28.45; see now Malouchou (2010-13) 115-44 and (2015) 89-98 for a new fragment of the decree that 
downdates the monument and for a new reconstruction of the fragments as a statue-base instead of a stele. In general 
on the social and political background, see Shear (2011), esp. 232-38 on this inscription and similar decrees.  
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ἦρ[ξαν κίνδυνον σώμασιν ἀράμενοι].80 
οἵ ... πρῶτοι καταπαύειν ἦρ[ξαν, said in the context of a political revolution, may be compared 
with Thucydides’ Brasidas, who encourages the Akanthians to “strive first to initiate eleutheria 
among the Greeks” (ἀγωνίσασθε τοῖς τε Ἕλλησιν ἄρξαι πρῶτοι ἐλευθερίας), which is to say, 
in effect, ἀγωνίσασθε τοὺς Ἀθηναίους ἀδίκοις θεσμοῖς ἄρξαντας καταπαύειν πρῶτοι ἄρξαι. 
Brasidas’ promise that this action will result in private (ta idia) benefits (or, more precisely, non-
harms) as well as the greatest reputation for the city is well illustrated by the Phyle monument: 
the onomata kala of the heroes, including their fathers’ names and their demotic, are recorded on 
the monument, as is the kalliston onoma of the demos of the Athenians.   
We may in this connection comment briefly upon some other epigrams that Aeschines cites 
in the same speech as an example of the moderate honors awarded to Athenians of old. These are 
the Eion epigrams (Aeschin. 3.183, ‘Sim.’ FGE 40a-c), which, Aeschines claims, the Athenians 
who fought at the battle of Eion (475), after asking for a reward (dorea), were permitted by the 
demos to inscribe on three Herms that would stand in the stoa of the Herms. Aeschines seeks to 
demonstrate that this was a moderate form of reward, and he claims that it was granted on 
condition that they not inscribe their names on the Herms, so that the epigram seem to belong to 
the demos, not the generals. He then cites the epigrams to show that, in fact, they were not 
named.  
Aeschines’ presentation and interpretation of the epigrams is tendentious on several fronts. I 
hope to elaborate on this elsewhere, but we may here observe that the absence of names in the 
epigrams is no proof that this was a condition demanded by the demos, and I suspect that it is 
                                                
80 “These men, on account of their arete, the long-dwelling demos of the Athenians honored (lit., were 
honoring/would honor) with crowns: they once first began to put a stop to the ones ruling the city with unjust 
statutes by taking up danger with their bodies.” Page (ad loc.) condemns the heavy metre and dull phrasing of the 
second couplet. Cf. our comments on the metre of Callimachus’ epigram, below.   
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Aeschines’ invention. In fact, his account is seriously undermined by the other example he 
offers, which we have just considered. The Phyle monument actually includes (in fragmentary 
form) the decree authorizing the honors, and, in addition to the epigram, it bears also a list of 
names that is remarkably precise, in that it documents patronymics and demotics, which may 
point to the monument’s markedly political (demosion) nature.81 Aeschines cites the Phyle 
epigram to make a rhetorical point, and he does so selectively: the elision of the names of the 
heroes notably supports his argument. If we consider this example together with the Eion 
epigrams (which are not extant in inscribed form), we are encouraged to conclude that naming 
individuals in the context of a ‘political’ epigram could carry a great deal of meaning for readers 
in the later fifth century.  
As I have tried to indicate with these examples, the reception of a text is as important as its 
generation–if not more so–when considering issues of authority or propagandistic efficacy. We 
turn now to consider some earlier epigrams that pertain to this theme. At issue in all of the 
examples that follow is the naming of an individual or individuals in a political context. As 
discussed above, it is by no means clear that we can distinguish political language as propaganda 
in the modern sense of the term. In all cases, the mnema-function is paramount. 
I begin with a familiar and much discussed ‘historical’ epigram–that inscribed on the altar of 
Peisistratus, son of Hippias, that was set up in the Pythion at Athens. Scholars’ dating of the 
                                                
81 As the several extant casualty lists with epigram from Athens further show, there is no incompatibility in 
commemorating individuals by name in a communal (koinon) context. Cf. our discussion of the Ambracian 
cenotaph-epigram in 2.4.5. It is usually assumed that the habit of inscribing names without patronymic or demotic in 
the casualty lists emphasizes the collective fallen at the expense of their individuality (e.g. Arrington [2015] 120). 
But it has not been established that individuality depended on the patronymic or demotic. If anything, the 
unelaborated name has the appearance of familiarity (compare the vessel name-tags discussed throughout Chapter 
3), whereas the demotic and patronymic might have a more explicitly civic, political orientation (demosion). The 
Phyle monument, which includes the decree that authorized the honors, may have been overtly political in a way 
that the casualty lists were not. 
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altar, based on historical, epigraphical, and sculptural considerations, ranges from 522/1 to the 
end of the fifth century.82  
IG I3 948 + Charami and Bardani (2011) [SEG 61.69] (~ CEG 305; fig. 32a-b): 
μνε͂μα τόδε hε͂ς ἀρχε͂ς Πεισίστ[ρατος hιππίο h]υιὸς  
θε͂κεν Ἀπόλλονος Πυθίο ἐν τεμένει 
“This (?as) mnema of his rule Peisist[ratos], son [of Hippias], placed in Pythian Apollo’s 
precinct.”  
The historical argument in favor of a date before 510 is based on the presumption that the son of 
Hippias would not be allowed to set up during the democracy a monument as a memorial of his 
political activity (the date of the archonship is debated).83  
But this example well reveals just how little we know about the process of such 
authorization–or if, indeed, any existed. S. Aleshire, in a classic paper that laid out some criteria 
for the definition of “state cult” in Athens, suggested that the practice of dedication was closely 
regulated, but most of the (later) evidence in support of this thesis indicates that priests or tamiai 
concerned themselves with the placement and maintenance of dedications, which need not entail 
regulation or authorization of the initial act of dedication. Except for cases of impure 
individuals,84 I am aware of no evidence that there existed a mechanism by which someone could 
be prevented from offering a dedication in a sanctuary.85    
                                                
82 See IG I3 948, ML 11, and, for a recent review of the debate and defense of the range 522/1-512/11, Kaczko 
(2016) 457-61. 
83 On the other hand, Parker (1996) 72-73 cites an ancient gloss (Paroem. Graec. I. 406-7 no. 66) of a proverb, “it 
would have been better to poop in the Pythion” (Ἐν Πυθίῳ κρεῖττον ἦν ἀποπατῆσαι), that Peisistratus built a 
temple in the Pythion, as possible evidence that the Peisistratids were especially associated with the sanctuary 
(hence a possible explanation for the altar). But, as Parker notes (73 n. 20), this is very tenuous evidence.  
84 On regulations preventing a polluted individual from entering a temple or precinct, see Parker (1983) 64-66, 352-
56 and passim. 
85 Aleshire (1994) 13-15, with references; cf. Keesling (2003) 12-16 with n. 51 on regulations concerning honorific 
statues placed next to the tyrannicide group in the Agora, which differs because the Agora was of course not in toto 
a sacred precinct. Keesling’s reference to Hdt. 2.110 all but proves the rule: Darius is prevented by priests of 
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Thucydides famously quotes the epigram and mentions as well Peisistratus’ dedication of the 
altar of the Twelve Gods in the Agora (6.54.6-7). He reports however, that the epigram on the 
latter altar had been obscured by an extension undertaken by the demos (προσοικοδομήσας 
ὕστερον ὁ δῆμος Ἀθηναίων μεῖζον μῆκος τοῦ βωμοῦ ἠφάνισε τοὐπίγραμμα). But the 
epigram on the Pythion altar, he asserts, “is still clear, in faint letters, saying the following...” 
(τοῦ δ’ ἐν Πυθίου ἔτι καὶ νῦν δῆλόν ἐστιν ἀμυδροῖς γράμμασι λέγον τάδε·). Thucydides 
expressly quotes all of this in order to establish that Hippias was tyrant (not Hipparchus) and that 
he had children; his point is that the Athenians are confused about their own history concerning 
the tyrants.  
Scholars have been embarrassed by Thucydides’ mention of “faint letters,” for the 
inscription, well, ἔτι καὶ νῦν δῆλόν ἐστιν. The most widely accepted explanation for this 
incongruity is that the letters’ paint had worn off by Thucydides’ day, and this is a valid 
argument.86 But it should not be forgotten that Thucydides here is criticizing the Athenians’ 
inaccurate historical memory, and δῆλόν ἐστιν ἀμυδροῖς γράμμασι strikes me rather as a touch 
of sarcasm: the epigram is clear, but only to those (like Thucydides) who trouble to read it and 
perceive its significance.87 The Athenians are ignorant both about who was tyrant and about the 
real motive for his killing (the slighting of an eromenos). Thucydides thus foregrounds his 
superior investigative accuracy not as a matter of display but to demonstrate how the Athenians’ 
                                                                                                                                                       
Hephaistos (Ptah, clearly from a Greek perspective) from placing a statue of himself in front of that of Sesostris, but 
this expressly concerns the location of his dedication and is not an outright prohibition.  
86 Thus ML 11. 
87 The only attestation of the adjective prior to Thucydides is at Archil. fr. 231 W: ἀμυδρὴν χοιράδ’ ἐξαλεόμενος, 
“leaping out of the way of(?) a faint hog’s back (i.e. a submerged rock).” Although the syntax is not clear to me (see 
West’s app. crit.), the context (Schol. Nic. Th. 158) suggests that the force of the adjective may be ‘faint to perceive, 
(but definitely there).’ Cf. the philosophical examples at LSJ s.v. 3, which refer to the limitations of human 
perception (et sim.). This, in a different sense, is the issue Thucydides here raises–the failure of the Athenians to 
perceive their own history. The adjective, when contrasted with δῆλόν ἐστιν, is ironic and conflates optic and 
cognitive perception. The etymology is unknown: Beekes (2010) s.v. 
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blinkered memory of their own recent history overlooks, distorts, or even actively ignores and 
forgets evidence that runs counter to the established narrative.  
I have made this small diversion into Thucydides’ aside in order to highlight some of the 
methodological difficulties involved when speaking of political, historical, or propagandistic 
epigram.88 If, for example, we lacked all other information concerning the Peisistratids, we might 
well conclude from the inscription on the altar that it was ‘official’ or ‘institutional’, to employ 
Petrovic’s terms. This is of course counterfactual, but we shall consider below some similar 
epigrams that show individuals memorializing themselves in civic or political terms. More 
importantly, Thucydides’ citation of the inscription shows the essential role played by reception. 
Although the text is clear to read, the Athenians are, in general, quite ignorant of it and its 
import. Were it not for Thucydides’ citation (to which we shall return), this historical, political, 
propagandistic text would be muted.89 
In the introduction, we have noted the utility of the concept of ‘submerged literature’, which 
is concerned with the various processes by which texts are lost via selection, inattention, or 
accident. It is not certain under which of these categories the present epigram should be placed. 
Although Thucydides recounts how the Athenian demos built over the epigram in the Agora, he 
does not explicitly state that this was done willfully, with the intention to efface or obscure. One 
could equally infer from his account that the Athenians are simply inattentive–the Pythion 
epigram was submerged inadvertently. 
Thucydides, however, republishes Peisistratus’ epigram in a new medium, that of his 
syngraphe (e.g. 1.1, 2.70; cf. 1.97). In doing so, he reactivates its mnema-function and, indeed, 
amplifies it. Part of his agenda is to record that the Peisistratids were moderate prior to the 
                                                
88 Oswald (2014) 264-65 describes Peisistratid epigrams (and other forms of poetry) as existing in a gray area 
between ‘public’ and ‘private’; I think such nuanced analysis should be applied as a rule. 
89 Except, of course, for the modern rediscovery of the inscription.  
 258 
murder of Hipparchus, served the city well, and maintained Athens’ nomoi (6.54.5-6). The altars 
set up by Hippias’ son are construed as twofold documents of this situation: the family was 
beneficent and pious, and they were also good rulers. For it is reasonable to assume that 
Thucydides interprets μνε͂μα τόδε hε͂ς ἀρχε͂ς as evidence of good rule, and his republication of 
the epigram is intended to rehabilitate the onomata kala of the Peisistratid family.      
The Acropolis dedication of Callimachus, the Athenian polemarch at Marathon, which bears 
another much-discussed epigram (or, according to some, pair of epigrams), presents interpretive 
challenges similar to those of the Peisistratid altar. The inscription of five hexameters runs in two 
vertical lines along two flutes of an otherwise unfluted column;90 the column has been recently 
reassembled along with the remains of its associated base and the marble Nike or Iris statue with 
which it was crowned.  
It now is displayed in the Acropolis Museum. Cuttings in the bedrock near the northeast 
corner of the Older Parthenon have been associated with the base, providing us with the probable 
original location of the monument. One fragment of the statue was found in a so-called 
Perserschutt deposit and another shows traces of burning, and scholars conclude that it was 
destroyed during the Persian sack. The monument thus must date between 490 and 480.91  
The text is unfortunately lacunose, but scholars now accept at a minimum that the dedicator 
is Callimachus of Aphidna, the polemarch at Marathon.  
CEG 256 (~ IG I3 784):  
[Καλίμαχός μ’ ἀν]έθεκεν Ἀφιδναῖο[ς] τἀθεναίαι ⁝ 
ἄν[γελον ἀθ]ανάτον hοὶ Ὀ[λύνπια δόματ’] ἔχοσιν. vac. | 
                                                
90 An epigram of five hexameters is unparalleled in the Archaic period. The nearest parallel is to be found in the six 
hexameters for the proxenos at Corcyra discussed in Chapter 2 (CEG 143), composed more than a century before 
Callimachus’ dedication. The next hexametric epigram of such length is the nine-verse funerary monument for one 
Pythion of Megara who is commemorated for his martial valor in aid of the Athenians (CEG 83, 446- ca. 425?). 
91 See Keesling (2010) 100-8, with references, and Kaczko (2016) 281-88. 
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[?Καλίμαχος πολέ]μαρχος Ἀθεναίον τὸν ἀγο͂να ⁝ 
τὸν Μα[ραθο͂νι πρὸ h]ελένον ὀ[(⏑) ‒ ⏑⏑ ‒ ‒ ⁝] 
παισὶν Ἀθεναίον μν[εμ? ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏑⏑ ‒ ‒ ].92 
“[Callimachus] of Aphidna [de]dicated [me] to Athena: mes[senger] of the [imm]ortals who 
possess O[lympian halls]. [?Callimachus, pole]march of the Athenians [...] the contest at 
Ma[rathon on behalf of the H]ellenes [...] mn[ema/e] for the children of the Athenians [...].”  
It has struck some as strange that Callimachus could make a dedication after his death at 
Marathon (as the epigram implies), but Keesling has made a good case for a posthumous 
monument, citing some other examples of ex-votos given by a friend or family member on 
behalf of a dedicator who could not fulfill their vow before death.93  
But Keesling goes further and proposes that the second epigram (as she construes the last 
three verses) was part of an aristeion awarded by the Athenians after the battle of Marathon. 
Moreover, the dedication is interpreted as the first in a long series of monuments inspired by the 
Persian Wars, and perhaps “the first Athenian state war memorial to include multiple 
                                                
92 I give Hansen’s text, except I add vac. at the end of first line and do not distinguish two epigrams as he does. As 
noted, the text is lacunose, and various restorations have been proposed, in part owing to observations of available 
space on the stone, which are complicated by uncertainties about whether scriptio plena was used, whether 
consistently or otherwise. Particularly uncertain are the two restored instances of Callimachus’ name: for the second, 
I prefer something like Peek’s hός ποτ’ ἐόν. In my discussion, I focus upon the preserved text and the least 
controversial supplements.  
IG I3 784 prints Ἀ<φ>ιδναῖο[ς] on the grounds that the bar of phi is horizontal. Kaczko (2016) 107-8 adduces three 
parallels from Attic inscriptions (add now Matthaiou and Rossiou [2010-13] 175-78, discussed in 3.8; the bar of phi 
varies, as seen in the two phis at fig. 29b) and treats them as a graphic confusion with theta. But since theta has three 
significantly divergent forms in Attic, especially the wheel-form with various orientations, it is perhaps better to 
allow that phi can have its bar oriented variously. 
93 Keesling (2010) 108-19. Cf. Kaczko (2016) 285-88 who lists and discards the various other explanations that have 
been proposed. The letter-forms of both lines are by the same hand, and it is clear that the two flutes of the column 
were specifically prepared to receive the five verses. Consequently, a double-inscription is all but ruled out, and I 
see no reason to interpret the five verses as two separate epigrams as do, e.g., Hansen ad loc. and Keesling (2010) 
112-13. That is, nothing in what survives suggests two poems, and, since the column appears to have been inscribed 
once, our default hypothesis should be one poem, not two.  
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epigrams.”94 We must observe, however, that the text of the epigram gives no clue of the 
involvement of the state or an aristeion. This epigram and monument pose the same sort of 
interpretive challenges as those discussed in Chapter 2.95 
Let us turn to the epigram itself. It is fair to state that it is ‘historical’ and ‘political’ in the 
senses discussed at the beginning of this chapter. Page might well have included it in FGE under 
‘Simonides’ were it transmitted by a ‘literary’ source. Had he done so, he surely would have 
condemned it because of the first verse, which bears an extraneous longum in the last two 
words.96 Hansen and many others opt to excise ephelcystic ny (ἀν]έθεκ’) and count the second 
syllable of the demotic as a short.97  
But it is more likely, in my view, that the demotic (a proper name) is to blame for the 
‘defective’ metre: inclusion of this identity-marker in a formula of dedication overrode 
considerations of prosody and metre. A contemporary Acropolis dedication that employs the 
same formulaic phrasing similarly overruns the hexameter with a spondaic close: Πείκον 
εὐχσά|μενος κερα|μεὺς δεκάτεν | ἀνέθεκεν τἀθεναίαι.98 Peikon squeezes in his profession as a 
potter, and his dedication functions as a mnema of this fact in the same way that Callimachus’ 
expressly does. ‘Bad’ versification does not discriminate between potter and polemarch.   
                                                
94 Keesling (2010) 115-19 (quotation: 118); Kaczko (2016) 291 hypothesizes that the “monument was a dedication 
with (a somewhat) public character.” Much like the examples discussed in Chapter 2, this monument defies the 
standard public-private dichotomy.  
95 Oswald (2014) 275-76 follows Keesling and declares that it must be a ‘public’ monument: “The Athenian 
acropolis was dominated by private dedications that adhere to a pattern which restricts them to private contexts. 
Civic benefactions were civically acknowledged and the language of the inscription [...] indicates that this refers to 
no trivial matter; such a hubristic private dedication would not have been tolerated.” As I have suggested in 
connection with the Peisistratid altar, we must scrutinize the reception of these texts (“civically acknowledged” begs 
the question), and, as we shall see, “private contexts” is misleading: Callimachus’ monument stood in the same 
physical context as numerous other ‘private’ dedications.  
96 Page includes epigrams from this period that are nowhere ascribed to the poet; in fact, he includes as ‘Sim.’ 20 the 
monument of the Persian Wars Epigrams (IG I3 503/4), which is attested in no literary source (see below). 
Presumably, then, Bravi (2006) would have included it as one of his ‘historical’ epigrams.  
97 The spondaic end produced by the goddess’ name is paralleled in other Acropolis dedications: see Hansen ad loc. 
The prosody proposed for the demotic (with ‘Attic correption’) would be ‘unpoetic’ in the fifth century (cf. West 
[1982] 17) and would arguably reflect everyday Attic speech.  
98 CEG 217 (ca. 510-500? or ca. 500-480?), inscribed on a column capital.  
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Our dedicator is from Aphidna. But there is more. He is also the “[pole]march of the 
Athenians.” This has received little comment. To be sure, this is a major military and political 
office. But for whom, other than the Athenians, would a man from Aphidna, who fought at 
Marathon and who makes dedication to Athena on the Athenian Acropolis, have served as 
polemarch? In fact, the expression is remarkably similar to a reference in Simonides’ 
‘encomium’ for the dead of Thermopylae that, seemingly in otiose fashion, defines Leonidas as 
“king of Sparta,” which critics have identified as an intrusive gloss (see discussion in Appendix 
E). In both cases, the phrase is strictly extraneous, and it thereby underscores the civic identity of 
the individual.99  
In addition, we find reference to a “mn[ema/e] for the children of the Athenians.” The syntax 
of the last three verses is not entirely clear, but I tentatively propose that the phrase in verse five 
is a predicate of the accusative expressed in verses four-five: ‘...[pole]march of the Athenians 
[set?, won?] the contest at Ma[rathon on behalf of the H]ellenes [...] as a mn[ema/e] for the 
children of the Athenians [...].’ I will return to this suggestion later in this chapter in discussion 
of a funerary epigram from Thebes.  
                                                
99 A similar epigram in commemoration of fighting is inscribed on a marble statue-base from the Acropolis (CEG 
272, ca. 470-60?): 
[Πα]ρθένοι Ἐκφάντο με πατὲρ ἀνέθεv|κε καὶ hυιὸς  
ἐνθάδ’ Ἀθεναίει μνε͂μα | πόνον Ἄρεος 
Ἑγέλοχος, μεγάλε<ς> τε φι|λοχσενίες ἀρετε͂ς τε 
πάσες μοῖραν ἔχον τένδε πόλιν νέμεται. vac. 
Κριτίος ∶ καὶ Νεσιότες ∶ ἐποιεσάτεν. 
“To [pa]rthenos Athena the father and son of Ekphantos, (H)egelochos, dedicated me as a mnema of Ares’ toil: 
having a part of philoxenia and of every arete, he inhabits this polis. Kritios and Nesiotes made (sc. me).” 
For the force of “this polis,” see above (4.1) on Smikros’ dedication. Unlike Callimachus’ dedication, the reference 
here to battle (“toils of Ares”) does not specify the conflict. The important parts of (H)egelochos’ message are (1) 
his lineage–both father and son, (2) participation in war (has (H)egelochos died, and is his dedication made by his 
father and son?), (3) his good qualities of character (common in funerary epigram), (4) he dwells in Athens. (4) need 
not mean that (H)egelochos was actually an Athenian: his name is spelt without the aspirate expected in Attic (cf. 
hυιὸς), and some Ionic (non-Attic) forms are found (Ἀθεναίει, φι|λοχσενίες). Pouilloux (1951) 96-99 tentatively 
suggests that Ekphantos could have been from Thasos. A Roman-period inscription (IG II2 4168) is inscribed below 
the sculptors’ signature; cf. Chapter 1 n. 81.  
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The mnema/e, at any rate, is directed at the “children of the Athenians.” We have met a 
similar phrase (children of the Pyraiboi) in Chapter 2, in the cenotaph-epigram from Ambracia 
(2.4.4). It was there noted that the phrase is elevated, with a high poetic register. Conceivably, 
the phrase has either of two functions here: it could refer to the fighters at Marathon, for whom 
the polemarch set or left a mnema/e, or else it refers to the future children of the Athenians for 
whom the mnema/e exists as an example. The latter is the superior interpretation.100 We shall 
below consider some similar epigrams that address themselves in protreptic fashion to future 
readers.  
We have, however, met a similar, civically-tinged address, in the epigram from Knidos, to 
politai, other Knidians, and any xenos. We should infer that these mnemata were intended to 
affect their readers in similar ways. If the reconstruction of the fourth verse of Callimachus’ is 
correct, and the contest is specified as being “[on behalf of the H]ellenes,” then both epigrams 
also have Panhellenic or universal ambition, albeit expressed in carefully delineated political 
terms. In the next section we shall return to the Panhellenic scope of epigrams. We cannot, in any 
event, conclude that Callimachus’ mnema is ‘political’ or propagandistic in a way that the 
Knidian epigram is not. Nobody, no institution owned such language. We must, then, also 
account for the ways in which readers responded to these texts.   
But in turning to the topic of reception, we must acknowledge that few ancient Athenians had 
the opportunity to read Callimachus’ dedication. Its reception was evidently curtailed, 
                                                
100 mnema c. dat. admits of either interpretation: see Appendix F. If it refers to the fighters at Marathon, this would 
need to be explained in a relative clause, for which there is precious little room (h]ελένον ὀ[ cannot be taken as 
introducing a relative clause without assuming that the aspirate, used elsewhere in the epigram, has been omitted, 
which is methodologically unsound). The assertion of Kaczko (2016) 290 that the phrase in Archaic and Classical 
epigram always refers to fighters may remain valid with the second interpretation if we suppose that the future 
‘children of the Athenians’ are assimilated to Callimachus and those who fought at Marathon. Cf. Jung (2006) 82.  
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submerged. But we know that this need not have been so, even accounting for its physical 
destruction.  
The dedication for the new Athenian democracy’s victory over the Boeotians and 
Chalcidians (507/6) placed on the Acropolis in the late sixth or early fifth century was, like 
Callimachus’ monument, destroyed during the Persian sack. But the victory monument was 
replaced at some point in the fifth century with another statue-dedication bearing the same two 
elegiac couplets as the original, albeit with the order of the hexameters reversed (CEG 179 ~ IG 
I3 501 A-B; cf. Chapter 1 at n. 41).101 In addition, the second version of the epigram has the 
prestige of being preserved, in addition to its inscriptional form, in citations by several ancient 
authors, beginning with Herodotus, as well as a papyrus commentary that (alone of all sources) 
seems to attribute the epigram to Simonides.102 
 But Callimachus’ epigram was not, so far as we know, republished on a replacement 
monument, nor have we any evidence that it entered the ‘literary’ tradition in any form. As noted 
at the beginning of this chapter, the issue of the authenticity of Simonidean epigrams and the 
processes by which the so-called Sylloge was generated are much debated and at present 
unresolvable. But it is fair to assume that the historical interest that we attach to Callimachus’ 
epigram might have been shared by those in antiquity who selected numerous other epigrams for 
preservation based on their historical relevance–particularly those pertaining to the Persian Wars.  
If, then, we choose to identify this text, as Keesling does, as an early example of Athenian 
‘public’ war memorials, or to go further and construe it as an example of Petrovic’s 
‘institutional’ or ‘official’ epigrams that present the state’s version of history, we must contend 
                                                
101 Compare the tyrannicide group set up in the Agora, which had a fifth-century replacement. In that case, however, 
we have only one epigram attested (CEG 430), and although it is not certain to which group it belongs, most 
suppose that the inscription comes from the replacement.  
102 Sider (2007a) 5-8. 
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with the facts that (1) ‘the state’ seems to have taken no steps to propagate their message further 
and (2) too few readers or auditors of the epigram received it and transmitted it as such to permit 
its preservation.103  
Admittedly, it is not known how the epigram for the 507/6 victory over the Boeotians and 
Chalcidians was preserved after the monument was destroyed.104 There could have been, for 
example, copies of the text in other media (papyrus, tablet), or it could have been saved by the 
powers of ‘orality’ that some believe preserved 48 books of Homer (and more, besides) for far 
longer. In either case, we must wonder why the mechanism that preserved the one text did not 
preserve the other.  
One might dismiss this last point as straining our fragmentary evidence, which can simply be 
attributed to accidents of preservation. But another monument, that of the Persian Wars 
epigrams, mentioned above, has a similar status to that of Callimachus’ dedication. One cannot 
exaggerate how much ink modern scholars have spilled on this monument and its inscriptions 
(IG I3 503/4; I forbear to print the text here for this reason).105 To be sure, the monument is of 
enormous historical importance for us. But there is no trace of this monument’s epigrams in the 
literary tradition.106 Page, however, violated his own criteria and included it in FGE as ‘Sim.’ 20, 
but this is a modern garland.107  
                                                
103 Jung (2006) 83 suggests differently that Callimachus’ monument was lost (and not restored) because it was in 
origin a ‘private’ dedication, which would not have been the concern of the polis.  
104 Conceivably, the fragments of the ‘destroyed’ base could have still been legible (the inscription on the large 
fragment that survives has not been effaced in any way), but the same argument applies to Callimachus’ column, the 
surviving fragments of which are quite legible.  
105 Petrovic (2007) 158-77 and Tentori Montalto (2017) 102-8 offer recent commentaries, with the more important 
bibliography.  
106 It used to be supposed that Agora I 4256 was a 4th-c. copy of the epigram (providing us with part of the text 
missing from the original), but that thesis has now been abandoned: see Petrovic (2007) 160-61 for discussion.  
107 Page declares in his preface (ix) that he does not include epigrams preserved in inscriptions unless they appear 
also in a literary source. 
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On the other hand, it has been suggested (not without dissent) that the epigrams on the 
Persian Wars monument were inscribed at different times, that it was augmented over time in the 
early decades of the fifth century.108 If this is correct, we might reasonably infer that it was a 
‘live’ monument at that date, but one wonders all the more why the epigrams did not survive in 
the literary tradition.109 
My point is not that lack of citation in ancient sources or placement in the Sylloge or another 
anthology proves that an inscribed epigram did not receive attention in antiquity. Rather, I 
suggest that any evaluation of the ‘propagandistic’ qualities of an epigram must account both for 
the text and, as much as possible, its reception. There can be no doubt that the civic language and 
‘historical’ (mnema) function of Callimachus’ epigram were pointed and intended to resonate 
with readers in particular ways, but it shares these with Peisistratus’ altar: the messages of these 
texts are ‘authorized’ only when vested with authority by their readers. Thucydides authorizes 
Peisistratus’ epigram in a way that Callimachus’ was not. And if we choose to focus on the short 
period within the range 490-80 when Callimachus’ column-dedication did stand and could have 
been read and invested with authority, then we should contextualize its potential reception with 
the other monuments that stood in the sanctuary at that time.  
Consider again, for example, Smikros’ contemporary Acropolis epigram (CEG 235), which 
is inscribed on a similar type of monument to Callimachus’: a column capital upon which once 
stood a statue-dedication. I suggested that Smikros’ invocation of polis-protecting Athena could 
have had civic resonance, as did his prayer that “this city have mneme of himself and his 
                                                
108 The date(s) of the inscription(s), and the historical events they pertain to (e.g., Marathon, Salamis, Plataea, 
conflict with Aegina) are intensely debated. See, e.g., references in Hansen and IG I3 ad loc., Petrovic (2007) 162-
64.   
109 Most surprising, perhaps, is Thucydides’ failure to mention such a monument or its epigrams, particularly if it is 
accepted that the first version with its inscription was a cenotaph for the fallen of Marathon set up in the demosion 
sema, for Thucydides explicitly states that the Marathonomachai were buried on the battlefield, not in the demosion 
sema (2.34.4). But see Markantonatos (2013) 69-77 on Thucydides’ perhaps willful silence on Marathon. 
 266 
children.” Callimachus’ “mn[ema/e] for the children of the Athenians” is quite similar, and we 
may, perhaps, even identify in both the imbrication of ‘private’ and ‘public’ language. Athens is 
to remember Smikros’ family, whereas Callimachus’ monument speaks to the family of the 
Athenians. Would a reader on the Acropolis in, say, 485, have interpreted these monuments so 
differently?     
The tradition of ‘political’ mnemata discussed thus far is not confined to Athens. We have 
earlier in this chapter met a certain Akeratos, whose iambic mnema is inscribed upon a tower at 
Thasos as a marker for sailors (CEG 162). But Akeratos is attested in two more inscriptions, one 
an elegiac epigram inscribed on a marble base dedicated to Herakles in the divinity’s temple in 
the polis of Thasos. 
CEG 416 (ca. 525-500?): 
Ἡρακλεῖ μ’ ἀνέθηκεν Ἀκήρατος, ὅς Θασίοισιν 
καὶ Π[αρίοι]ς ἦρχσεν μο͂νος ἐν ἀνφοτέροις, | 
πολλὰς δ’ ἀνγελίας πρὸ πόλε͜ως κατὰ φῦλα διῆλθεν 
ἀν[θρώπ]ων, ἀρετῆς ἕνεκεν ἀιδίης. 
“To Herakles Akeratos dedicated me: he alone ruled (held arche) among Thasians and Parians 
both, and he completed many message-missions on behalf of the polis throughout the tribes of 
men–for the sake of eternal arete.”  
The epigram does not include our key-word mnema, but the ‘explanation’ of his dedication 
(ἀρετῆς ἕνεκεν ἀιδίης) is reminiscent of the herald’s epigram from the Athenian Acropolis that 
we considered above, where the dedication is made µ[νεμ]|οσύνες ⁝ hέ[νεκα] (CEG 234; see 
further, below).  
Akeratos’ iambic epigram made no mention of his political offices or activities, but it was set 
on a tower overlooking the sea. In his Herakles dedication, which was erected in Thasos in the 
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temple, Akeratos is commemorated as being the only man to serve as archon in both Thasos and 
Paros. This is corroborated by an archon list that was found in the agora of Thasos (in the 
basilica) that records his name and patronymic (which confirms the reading in CEG 162).110  
Like the mnama from Knidos discussed above (I.Knidos 501, with politai, other Knidians), 
here we find two civic markers, Thasians and Parians. In addition, however, Akeratos transacted 
angeliai on behalf of the polis (cf. our discussion of angelia in the Ambracia centopah-epigram, 
Appendix D.2). Given the location of the dedication, we readily infer that the polis is that of 
Thasos. But the range of his office, which took him κατὰ φῦλα ... ἀν[θρώπ]ων (a high-register 
expression, reminiscent of epic), implies also a claim to universal fame and renown, like that of 
Odysseus.111  
So Akeratos’ dedication is ‘political’ and ‘historical,’ and, while it is anchored (both 
physically and metaphorically) in the polis of Thasos, his reputation is purportedly worldwide. In 
addition, his dedication functions as a mnema of his arete. Like Smikros’ prayer (CEG 235; see 
above) that “this polis have mneme of himself and his children,” or the herald’s statement that his 
dedication is “for the sake of remembrance” (CEG 234), Akeratos offers his dedication to 
Herakles “for the sake of everlasting arete.” In other words, his dedication is a μνῆμα ἀρετῆς. It 
thus also resembles Peisistratus’ μνε͂μα τόδε hε͂ς ἀρχε͂ς, which implies (as Thucydides infers) 
                                                
110 Pouilloux (1954) 269-70 no. 31, col. 1, l. 14.  
111 Cf. IG I3 833bis (~ CEG 270, on or near Athenian Acropolis, ca. 480-70?), a dedication for a victory “with a 
chorus of men at Athens,” where the winner boasts that “with very many choruses, outside (sc. Athens), throughout 
the tribes of men, he won (?)concerning a tripod”:  
[ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ]ρας hό[ . . 5 . . ]τον Ἀθένεσ[ιν χο]ρο͂ι ἀνδρο͂[ν] |  
[ ‒ ⏔ ‒ ]τες σοφ[ίας] τόνδ’ ἀνέθε[κ]εν hόρον | 
[εὐχσ]άμενο[ς· π]λείστοις δὲ [χ]οροῖς ἔχσο κατὰ φῦ[λα] |  
[ἀνδ]ρο͂ν νι[κε͂]σαί φεσι πε[ρ]ὶ τρίποδος. 
It has been suggested that this epigram commemorates the victory of Simonides at Athens in 477/6 (on which, see 
Appendix E). But the name of the victor is not found in the epigram, unless it is restored at the beginning of the 
second verse (I print the text of IG I3 except in l. 2 I dot tau and restore alpha in σοφ[ίας], and in l. 4 I see a trace of 
epsilon in πε[ρ]ί), where it cannot be ‘Simonides.’ The explanation of Hansen (ad loc.), that Simonides’ name is 
hard to fit in dactylic verse (and hence was inscribed elsewhere on the monument, extra metrum), is belied by the 
examples cited in Appendix E where ‘Simonides’ fits his name without difficulty. I hope to discuss this epigram 
further elsewhere.   
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that his was a good arche: Akeratos simply excels this record–his arete is exemplified by an 
arche in two poleis.  
Akeratos’ dedication is remarkably boastful, recording his civic service. We have seen with 
the monument of Callimachus, which was probably dedicated after the polemarch’s death at 
Marathon, that a posthumous offering is possible. I tentatively propose that the same may be true 
of this dedication at Thasos. Although Akeratos’ iambic epigram (CEG 162) has been interpreted 
as funerary, I have given above some reasons to doubt this. In any case, both CEG 162 and 416 
have a strong mnema-function (verbally marked as such in 162). Like Callimachus’ dedication, 
neither 162 nor 416 mentions Akeratos’ death (compare the good doctor’s discus, CEG 62, 
discussed earlier in this chapter). Scholars’ concern to identify the original circumstances of 
inscription or dedication–i.e., the date, whether the dedicator was dead at the time, the historical 
background, who paid for or authorized the inscription, and so forth–may provide us with 
important contextual information.112 But such ingenuity risks missing the point of such poems.  
Both 162 and 416 are mnemata, and in this respect they presuppose that future readers, long 
after the death of Akeratos (whenever that occurs), will know his name and fame. To judge 
solely from the epigrams, it does not matter when or how Akeratos died. Might one or both of his 
epigrams been funded or authorized by the state, which would render them ‘state’ propaganda 
along the lines discussed by Petrovic? The reader is not told. The important thing is that the arete 
of Akeratos be everlasting.113   
                                                
112 Oswald (2014) 266-67 focuses upon this epigram as a marginal kind of ‘private’ epigram that differs from later 
‘public’ ones. One of the distinguishing criteria that he adumbrates is “significance: public works were one thing; 
war was another.”  
113 Cf. two ‘Simonidean’ epigrams, 18 and 21 FGE, both purportedly for Athenian war dead. Neither mentions the 
death of the commemorated, a fact which has led modern critics to question whether they are truly funerary 
epigrams (cf. Page ad 21). But Lycurgus’ citation of 21 (in Leocr. 108-9) underscores how the primary function is 
(or in the 4th c. is interpreted as) that of memory–mneme. The same is true of one of the Thermopylae epigrams 
(‘Sim.’ 22a FGE). See further in Appendix E my discussion of Simonides’ ‘encomium’ for the fighters at 
Thermopylae and his Plataea-elegy.   
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4.3 Spreading the Word, Reinscribing the Word 
In this final section, I wish to consider further another aspect of the reception of our 
‘political’ or ‘historical’ mnemata. We have seen how the physical location of an epigram can 
limit and also help to encode its readership. For example, Smikros’ or Callimachus’ dedication 
on the Athenian Acropolis refers to “this polis” or “the children of the Athenians,” and from this, 
judged in combination with the location, we may infer that the readership was intended to be, 
and in practice likely was, primarily restricted to Athenians.  
But Callimachus’ epigram (CEG 256), as noted above, also refers to the contest waged at 
Marathon on behalf of the Hellenes.114 In this respect, it frames not so much its readers but its 
message as Panhellenic. The Athenians are to remember the polemarch from Aphidna and the 
Athenians whom he led as waging a contest not just on behalf of Athens, but all of Greece. In the 
epigram from Knidos (I.Knidos 501), however, we saw that the readers of the epigram were 
framed in both local and regional civic terms (politai, other Knidians), and a universal one (any 
xenos who should come). We will now examine the Panhellenic ambition and reception of 
similar epigrams. 
As Page remarks of the epigram for the Spartan dead of Thermopylae, which Herodotus 
quotes and reports as being inscribed at the site of the battle (7.228), it is probably the best 
known epigram from antiquity, and it is preserved by several ancient literary sources (FGE 
‘Sim.’ 22b; cf. my discussion in Chapter 1.2.2): 
ὦ ξεῖν’, ἀγγέλλειν Λακεδαιμονίοις ὅτι τῆιδε 
κείμεθα, τοῖς κείνων ῥήμασι πειθόμενοι. 
                                                
114 The inscription is lacunose at this point, but I find the restoration of the word [H]ellenes to be fairly certain (cf. 
4.2 above for the text).  
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“xeinos, bear the message to the Lakedaimonians that here we lie, obedient to the words of those 
ones.”  
Herodotus is the first author known to us who quotes the epigram, reauthorizing it much as 
Thucydides does for Peisistratus’ altar-epigram, discussed above. Herodotus is thus a stranger 
(xeinos) who reads the epigram and, in republishing it in his Histories, bears its message–not just 
to the Spartans, but to anyone who reads or hears his own work.  
Although the epigram itself does not make explicit its Panhellenic scope (by declaring, for 
example, that the fighters died on behalf of the Greeks), I would argue that the dichotomy of 
xeinos-Lakedaimonians implies such intent. The dead Spartans of the epigram address a stranger 
whom they enjoin to give their message to other Spartans (who are discerned as such by the 
deictic κείνων). This frame implies that the stranger is anyone but a fellow Spartan. The contrast 
is thus between Spartans and any other Greek-speakers (or readers). Thermopylae, the reported 
location of the inscribed epigram coheres with this frame: the epigram would make little sense 
inscribed on a cenotaph at Sparta.115   
It is interesting to note, however, that Herodotus asserts that it was the Amphictyons who had 
the epigram inscribed (7.228), rather than the Spartans themselves. Herodotus does not tell us 
how he knows this piece of information, but even if he is mistaken about it, this still reveals that 
the language and mode of epigrammatic commemoration need not indicate or reflect the 
authorizer in any meaningful way (cf. Chapter 2).116 We shall consider another of the 
Thermopylae epigrams he cites, below. Here I simply point out that the reception of this 
                                                
115 Tueller (2010) 51-54 similarly associates the address to a xenos with the exceptional location of the tomb on the 
battlefield (i.e., everyone was a stranger), but his contention (44), that in the early epigram CEG 13 (where the 
passerby is addressed as either astos or xenos) the address merely casts a wide net, does not fully account for the 
choice or significance of these paired terms: see below for the text and discussion.   
116 See e.g. Page ad ‘Sim.’ 22a-b on Herodotus’ description of the stelai at Thermopylae, which he takes to be a 
garbled retelling of things from Spartan sources.  
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epigram, whatever its process of authorization, indeed was Panhellenic. In this instance, the 
epigram’s inscribed audience–any xeinos, and in turn the Spartans–well matches reality.     
Herodotus elsewhere attests indirectly to the successful Panhellenic reach of such an 
epigram. In discussing the aftermath of the battle of Plataea, the historian describes how the 
fallen were buried on the battlefield: the Spartans made three burials for their dead, while the 
Tegeans and Athenians each made single burials for their own dead (9.85.1-2). But there are 
other graves at Plataea, he continues, that are mounds erected by those who felt ashamed for not 
taking part in the battle–these are “for the sake of men to come in future” (τῶν ἐπιγινομένων 
εἵνεκεν ἀνθρώπων, 9.85.3). He singles out the grave of the Aeginetans, which he states he has 
learned was erected ten years after the battle.117  
Herodotus does not state whether there were epigrams inscribed on these graves, but τῶν 
ἐπιγινομένων εἵνεκεν ἀνθρώπων has an epigrammatic ring to it and approximates a 
pentameter.118 At any rate, we may infer that these graves, like the epigram of the Spartans at 
Thermopylae, had Panhellenic intent and impact. Whether or not Herodotus’ interpretation of the 
Aeginetan burial is correct, it shows that these monuments had significance both ten years after 
the event as well as decades later, when Herodotus comments upon them.  
But Herodotus also shows that this sort of commemoration was not the preserve of poleis or 
the Amphictyons. Herodotus, in addition to the epigram for the Spartans and one for the 
                                                
117 τῶν δὲ ἄλλων ὅσοι καὶ φαίνονται ἐν Πλαταιῇσι ἐόντες τάφοι, τούτους δέ, ὡς ἐγὼ πυνθάνομαι, 
ἐπαισχυνομένους τῇ ἀπεστοῖ τῆς μάχης ἑκάστους χώματα χῶσαι κεινὰ τῶν ἐπιγινομένων εἵνεκεν 
ἀνθρώπων, ἐπεὶ καὶ Αἰγινητέων ἐστὶ αὐτόθι καλεόμενος τάφος, τὸν ἐγὼ ἀκούω καὶ δέκα ἔτεσι ὕστερον μετὰ 
ταῦτα δεηθέντων τῶν Αἰγινητέων χῶσαι Κλεάδην τὸν Αὐτοδίκου ἄνδρα Πλαταιέα, πρόξεινον ἐόντα 
αὐτῶν. 
118 Contraction in the second half of the pentameter is rare: CEG 108.5. For the phrasing, cf. CEG 264 (Acropolis, 
ca. 480?) [... μνε͂μ’ ἐπι]γιγνο|[μένοις] (pentameter end), and see Hansen ad 10.3 and 207 for similar possible 
restorations. See also CEG 136 (text and discussion below): πολοῖς μνᾶμα καὶ | [ἐσ]ομένοις (pentameter end), and 
CEG 356 (Isthmia, early 5th c.) πᾶσι καὶ ἐσ|ομέ[νοισ(ιν) ...]. 
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collective fighters at Thermopylae, also cites a poem for the seer Megestias that he says was 
inscribed at Thermopylae (‘Sim.’ 6 FGE): 
μνῆμα τόδε κλεινοῖο Μεγιστία, ὅν ποτε Μῆδοι 
Σπερχειὸν ποταμὸν κτεῖναν ἀμειψάμενοι, 
μάντιος, ὃς τότε Κῆρας ἐπερχομένας σάφα εἰδώς 
οὐκ ἔτλη Σπάρτης ἡγεμόνας προλιπεῖν.119  
 “This (is) a mnema of famous Megistias, whom once the Medes slew after crossing the 
Spercheios river: a seer, who, at that time, although he know for certain that the Keres were 
advancing, did not dare to forsake the leaders of Sparta.” 
The epigram, with its reference to invading Medes, is ‘historical’ in the sense described above, 
and the specification of the “leaders of Sparta” lends it a ‘political’ coloring as well. The 
description of Megistias arguably falls into both of these categories, since he is identified solely 
by his profession and in connection with his last official duties in the battle. The epigram notably 
does not record his city or the name of his father: one might expect such details (especially his 
city) in an epigram set up in a place other than his hometown, and one wonders whether the 
intended effect is Panhellenic. That is, Megistias is to be remembered specifically for his role at 
Thermopylae.   
But Herodotus adds that it was Simonides, the son of Leoprepes, who had the epigram for 
Megistias inscribed, in accordance with xeinia.120 Herodotus does not state explicitly that 
Simonides wrote the epigram, but most scholars are content to infer that he implies such an 
                                                
119 Page (ad loc.) points out that there was actually only one “leader of Sparta” in the battle, and he suggests that 
Stein’s emendation to the singular is very attractive. But I am not certain that “leaders of Sparta” must refer to her 
king(s): the word recurs in ‘Sim.’ 40c FGE, in reference to the Athenians who fought at Eion. But Aeschines, in 
citing this (3.183), construes it as referring to the generals (indeed, most scholars read the epigram in this way); as 
pointed out above (4.2), Aeschines’ presentation is tendentious, and I hope to demonstrate elsewhere that this 
reference to Athenian hegemones actually connotes Athenians as leaders in war with respect to other Greeks. 
Perhaps the 300 Spartans are similarly portrayed in this epigram.    
120 τὸ δὲ τοῦ μάντιος Μεγιστίεω Σιμωνίδης ὁ Λεωπρέπεός ἐστι κατὰ ξεινίην ὁ ἐπιγράψας. (Hdt. 7.228.3). 
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ascription; and most of these scholars, including Page, who is otherwise very skeptical about 
ascriptions to Simonides, are willing to accept the epigram as genuinely by Simonides. Again, 
we do not know the source of Herodotus’ information, but we see that there need be no marked 
correspondence between author/authorizer and the content of an epigram. To revisit some of the 
issues raised in the previous chapters, I note that this ‘private’ epigram, which is the result of a 
personal relationship (the xeinia shared by Simonides and Megestias), is nevertheless markedly 
‘political’ in content and ‘public’ in its orientation.  
The last point is the most relevant here. This epigram was reportedly set up on the battlefield, 
and, at least in Herodotus’ reportage, it is presented alongside two other epigrams, albeit ‘public’ 
ones authorized by the Amphictyons. Unlike the epigram for the Spartan fallen, there is no 
explicit appeal to a Panhellenic audience (or any audience) in Megestias’ epigram. But read in 
concert, as Herodotus reports them, the two epigrams are complementary: the first-person “we” 
of the one can be supplemented by the reference in Megestias’ to the “leaders of Sparta” (cf. my 
note on the text). The fact that Megestias did not abandon them in battle is reinforced by his 
epigram, which stands, like theirs, on the battlefield. On the verbal level, the command 
ἀγγέλλειν in the Spartans’ is expressed indirectly in Megistias’ epigram, for the epithet 
κλεινοῖο is proleptic, in that it is the purpose of the mnema to ensure his fame.121 The one 
commands the reader to spread the message, the other informs the reader that the message is 
spread: these are two ways of talking about what a mnema is and what it accomplishes.     
  In connection with this last observation, we return briefly to another epigram connected 
with a battle of the Persian Wars: Callimachus’ Acropolis dedication (CEG 256). We saw in the 
poem a reference to a mnema/e for the “children of the Athenians.” Although the syntax of this 
phrase is uncertain, it seems clear enough that the Athenians are to remember their polemarch 
                                                
121 Cf. my discussion in Appendix E of Simonides’ boast that he is unmatched in mneme–the ability to confer fame.   
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and the battle of Marathon. But also in the epigram the statue-dedication is described as a 
“mes[ssenger] of the [imm]ortals” (ἄν[γελον ἀθ]ανάτον), which has prompted a debate about 
the form of the statue atop the column, whether it was a Nike or Iris.122 Whatever the identity of 
the statue, its description as a messenger is striking.123  
I suggest that the form and characterization of the dedication indicates its mnema-function 
much as the imperative verb ἀγγέλλειν (morphologically it is an infinitive) or the epithet 
“famous” does in the Thermopylae epigrams. Much as the dedication of Akeratos to Herakles at 
Thasos was intended to render his arete everlasting via his epigram, the messenger of 
Callimachus and the contest at Marathon is a divinity and thus is portrayed as spreading the 
message in perpetuity. The message is to be preserved for eternity, and, considering that the 
messenger is divine, reaching even to Olympus, it is probably also envisioned as having a 
Panhellenic audience, despite the location of the monument (cf. discussion above).  
Such language of spreading a message, one that is addressed to a universal audience, is by no 
means confined to late Archaic or early Classical epigram. The earliest attested funerary elegiac 
epigram, inscribed on a marble base from Sepolia in Attica, is indicative. 
CEG 13 (ca. 575-50?) 
[εἴτε ἀστό]ς τις ἀνὲρ εἴτε χσένος | ἄλοθεν ἐλθὸν ⁝ 
Τέτιχον οἰκτίρα|ς ἄνδρ’ ἀγαθὸν παρίτο, ⁝ 
ἐν πολέμοι | φθίμενον, νεαρὰν hέβεν ὀλέσαν|τα. ⁝ 
                                                
122 For the phrase, cf. h.Herm. 3 (= h.Hom.18.3), ἄγγελον ἀθανάτων ἐριούνιον, at the start of the hexameter, in 
reference to Hermes. 
123 The only parallels are more than a century later, and neither seems to refer to the monument on which it is 
inscribed: CEG 467 (Olympieion, Athens, 338?), understood by most to be a ‘public’ funerary monument, appears 
to bear an epigram that is transmitted in the Anthology (7.245 = EG anon. 64 Page), but its nature and interpretation 
are debated (see Hansen ad loc.). As reconstructed from AP 7.245, the epigram begins with an address to Time (O 
Chrone), who in the pentameter is beseeched, ⹄ἄγγελ⹅ος ἡμετέρων πᾶσ⹄ι γενοῦ παθέων⹅ “become a messenger of 
our sufferings to all.” Cf. CEG 853, on a marble stele (Samian Heraion, ante 365? ca. 321?), where neopoiai in a 
dedication to Hera evidently report that they “set up a messenger of the immortals for good fortune” ([ἄ]γγελον 
ἀθανάτων | [σ]τῆσαν ἐπ’ εὀτυ[χ]ίηι) atop some structure called a neopoieion.  
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ταῦτ’ ἀποδυράμενοι νε͂σθε ἐπ|ὶ πρᾶγμ’ ἀγαθόν.  
“[Whether] someone who is an [asto]s or a xenos coming from elsewhere, pass by in lamentation 
of Tet(t)ichos, a good man, perished in war, the prime of his youth destroyed. Having lamented 
this in full, go on to a good deed.”124 
One could readily read the first verse as an elaboration of the address to a xe(i)nos, as we saw in 
the Thermopylae epigram. But, with the epigram from Knidos in mind (I.Knidos 501, see above), 
we should consider why the poet expended an entire verse on this disjunctive address. 
Admittedly, the beginning is a restoration, but it is clear that the xenos is contrasted with some 
other category. Tet(t)ichos’ call for lament is framed, it seems, in Panhellenic terms that rely 
upon civic distinctions. Interestingly, this disjunction is eliminated in the final verse, where the 
singular subject of address becomes plural. This verse also sums up the mnema and emotive 
functions of the epigram–remember and pity Tet(t)ichos for dying young in battle–before turning 
to a protreptic note: emulate the perished “good man” by pursuing a “good deed.”  
Compare an elegiac Argive funerary epigram inscribed on two sides (A-B) of the abacus of a 
Doric capital that was found near the Argive Heraion. One of the verses (3) is identical with that 
of Tet(t)ichos’ epigram.125 
CEG 136 (ca. 525-500?):  
(A)  
Ϙοσίνα hυσεμάταν θάψα [π]|έλας hιποδρόμοιο   
ἄνδρα ἀ|[γα]θ[ό]ν, πολοῖς μνᾶμα καὶ | [ἐσ]ομένοις,  
(B)  
ἐν πολέμοι [φθ]ίμενον νε|αρὰν hέβαν ὀλέσαντα,   
σό|φρονα, ἀε⟨θ⟩λοφόρον καὶ σ|οφὸν hαλικίαι. 
                                                
124 See now Tentori Montalto (2017) 31-35 on the epigram. 
125 As such, one should punctuate the same in both (add a comma to CEG 136, as in 13).  
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“Hys(s)ematas, (son) of Kosinas, a good man, I honored with burial rites near the hippodrome, a 
mnama to many, even those to come in future.  
(Hys(s)ematas) perished in war, the prime of his youth destroyed, prudent, prize-bearing, and 
wise among his peers.” 
The epigram has, I think, been somewhat misunderstood.126 The column, which calls itself a 
mnema, has honored the dead at his burial and now (that is, until the column was felled) stands in 
commemoration of this fact, reporting the qualities of Hys(s)ematas that justify his monument. I 
suppose that this is but a slight extension of the ‘speaking-object’ conceit, which more usually 
says “I stand” or “I am.”127 Although we find no address to the reader or command to spread the 
word, the monument is characterized as a mnema for future readers. The accumulation of virtues 
and epithets in the second distich further suggests that Hys(s)ematas is to serve as a paradigm for 
others, much as Tet(t)ichos does in his epigram (for readers moving around the sides of such a 
column capital, interacting with the monument, see Chapter 2.3.6 on CEG 146).  
                                                
126 Editors have interpreted the first name as fem. nom., “Kos(s)in(n)a,” (wife?) of the deceased, Hys(s)ematas (Daly 
[1939] 168, seemingly Peek GVI 305, reading however θάψα[ν ...] [SEG 11.305 claims he interpreted hαλικίαι as 
nom. pl., but Peek’s index omits the name Kosina and classifies hαλικίαι as dative], FH 136, Stecher [1981] 27, 
CEG index,Tentori Montalto [2017] 38-40). But I follow Bowie (2010) 363 in interpreting it as the name of the 
father in the gen., “Hys(s)ematas, (son) of Kosinas.” Parallels exist for Kosinas of both genders: Kosinas is found in 
Hellenistic Mylasa: masc., I.Mylasa 223.12, 17 (3rd/2nd c.); fem., 336.1 (2nd c.), a priestess; masc. perhaps in an 
honorary decree of the 4th c. from Lagina in Caria, though it could be fem. gen. (SEG 59.1210.9, with adn.); fem. in 
a Hellenistic funerary stele from Thermi (Macedonia), SEG 49.812.  
Hys(s)ematas is unparalleled, but it may have a Carian origin (cf. the parallels for Kosinas): see Blümel (1992) 24-
25 for a list of names beginning Υσσ-, which Blümel believes to be “indigenous Carian.” Herodotus (7.98) already 
attests to the formation in mentioning a Carian leader, Πίγρης ὁ Ὑσσελδώμου. Cf. IG I3 1344 (Kerameikos, ca. 
525-500?) for a bilingual Greek-Carian epitaph.  
If the above is correct, the metre of the first verse shows some (paralleled) irregularities: the first name scans as a 
dactyl, its first syllable artificially lengthened (cf. Allen [1888] 76-77) and the final one shortened by hυ-. Daly 
(1939) 168 n. 8 cites Homeric parallels for lengthening the second syllable of θάψα in this position.  
127 Tueller (2008) 15, 50 n. 62 and (2010) 43, understanding the subject to be “Kos(s)in(n)a,” notes that this is the 
only example of an Archaic funerary epigram wherein the commemorator speaks in the first person. He defends 
(2008) 50 n. 62 the identification of a deceased individual as a mnema but remarks that this is somewhat confusing 
in the epitaph. My interpretation obviates both of these irregularities. For other first-person verbs of the speaking 
monument, cf. CEG 173 (Olbia, ca. 490-80) “I say”, CEG 153 (Amorgos, ca. 450?) “I lie here” (said by the 
monument, not the deceased). 
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On the subject of epigrams that exhort readers to “spread the word,” I conclude with brief 
remarks on recently found epigrams that call out for further research. These will, I think, 
encourage us to reconsider, inter alia, some of the above discussed Persian Wars epigrams. 
A recent archaeological discovery bears directly on this topic, for it both has an epigram that 
employs the messenger-language we have been considering, and its archaeological context gives 
some evidence pertaining to its reception. This is an inscription discovered at the villa of 
Herodes Atticus at Eva Loukou (Kynouria) in the Peloponnese. It seems to be a casualty list for 
one of the Athenian tribes, and its content, letter-forms, and layout suggest that the conflict 
commemorated is the battle of Marathon. If we suppose that such a monument would have been 
destroyed during the Persian sack of Attica, then it would date after 480, but we do not know 
how widespread such destruction was, so it is perhaps best to date it conservatively post 490.128  
The orthogonal stele of white marble with Lesbian kymation (preserved on the left side) has, 
on the face, in large letters spaced so as to span the width of the stele, the name of the tribe 
Erechtheis. Below this is inscribed, in smaller lettering, a four line elegiac epigram. Below the 
epigram are inscribed 22 names in the nominative, one per line, the letters of each staggered as if 
placed on a checkerboard: the bottom of the stele is not preserved, so more names may have been 
inscribed.129 Since the first line of epigram has been read and restored variously,130 I 
                                                
128 Spyropoulos (2009) is the editio princeps, followed by Steinhauer (2004-9) 679-92 (SEG 56.430). See also 
Ameling (2011) 10-23 (SEG 61.269), Keesling (2012) 139-48 (SEG 62.188), Proietti (2013) 24-30, Tentori 
Montalto (2013) 31-52, (2014) 34-44, and (2017) 92-102, Janko (2014) 11-12: for the early 5th-c. date, see 
Steinhauer, Ameling (who suggests that it is a post-480 copy of a post-490 original that was destroyed), and 
Keesling; Proietti has provocatively suggested that it is a ‘forgery’ of perhaps the 4th. c., but her case, which relies 
upon the congruence of elements of the epigram with the later historiographical tradition, is unpersuasive. Two other 
inscribed fragments (SEG 56.431, 432) were found at the site, and, although they each bear only a few letters, their 
layout appears to be comparable to the unusual staggered, checkerboard layout of the names in SEG 56.430. The 
most economical explanation (but one that hardly admits of proof) is that these two fragments come from similar 
casualty lists, perhaps from a stone or stones for one or more of the other Athenian tribes.  
129 The dimensions (H x W x Th) of the stele are: 0.68 x 0.558 (top), 0.571 (bottom) x 0.268. The letter height of the 
tribe name and personal names is ca. 0.020; that of the epigram is ca. 0.010 (all dimensions in metres). See further 
Steinhauer (2004-9) 679-81, with slightly different measurements.  
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provisionally adopt, for purposes here, R. Janko’s text, but I hope to offer a fuller study of the 
text in future (fig. 33a-b): 
φεμίσαι, ος κίε γ’ αἰεὶ υ⟨πὲρ⟩ φάος έσσχατα γαίε[ς], 
το͂νδ’ ἀνδρο͂ν ἀρετὲν· πεύσεται ος ἔθανον· 
[μ]αρνάμενοι Μέδοισι, καὶ ἐσστεφάνοσαν Ἀθένα[ς] 
[π]αυρότεροι πολλο͂ν δεχσάμενοι πόλεμον.131 
“Spread the word, how it goes always to the ends of the earth, be[yond] the light, the arete of 
these men. (He?) will learn (or ask?) how they died, fighting Medes,132 and (how) they crowned 
Athens, though few, by welcoming a battle of many.”  
This new text certainly raises many new questions and requires revisions of some old debates.133 
Here, I first remark simply upon the initial verb, addressed to an unspecified reader. This 
command to “spread the word” is comparable to ἀγγέλλειν in the Thermopylae epigram 
considered above: everybody, it would seem, is meant to learn the message of this mnema. But 
this message is also explicitly ‘historical’ and ‘political’: the commemorated have fought a 
named enemy (Medes), and in doing so they have crowned a particular city–Athens.  
The verb is rare: it is attested only at Hes. Op. 764 before the fifth century, and then it sees 
only a few occurrences in tragedy. The form may be articulated as an aorist infinitive or middle 
imperative form. The infinitive (syntactically) is paralleled by the Thermopylae epigram and its 
                                                                                                                                                       
130 Spyropoulos (2009), Steinahuer (2004-9) 680-82, Ameling (2011) 13-15, Janko (2014) 11-12, Tentori Montalto 
(2013) 37-46, (2014) 34-44, and (2017) 92-102.  
131 Based on my autopsy of the stone, I have reservations about Janko’s (and others’) reconstruction of the first line 
of the epigram, particularly κίε γ’ αἰεὶ υ⟨πὲρ⟩ φάος. Tentori Montalto (2017) 92-102 prints the first verse as: Φεμί· 
καὶ hόσστις ναίει hυφ’ Ἅος ḥέσσχατα γαίες (“Dico: anche chi abita sotto Aurora i confini della terra”), on the 
basis of autopsy and two squeezes. I, however, read the fifth letter as sigma, as previous editors have done, not 
kappa. Accordingly, I accept the first word (whether articulated as an infinitive or imperative) as read by Janko and 
others, and that is my concern here. I hope elsewhere to provide a new study of the first verse.  
132 Janko’s punctuation of the Greek and translation are hard to reconcile, since καὶ ought to join ἔθανον and 
ἐσστεφάνοσαν. 
133 For initial thoughts on its import with regard to other Marathon epigrams, see Petrovic (2013) 45-61. 
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use in a command “has solemn or formal force.”134 The aorist middle of the verb, meanwhile, is 
attested thrice in the Agamemnon, and in each place it means “you have expressed in words,” 
with particular reference to speech (629, 1162, 1173; cf. LSJ s.v. II and Fraenkel [1950] ad 629). 
In the epigram, then, the middle voice imperative would mean “utter the words.” A reader 
confronted with a list of the names of the dead would be instructed to read aloud each of the 
names of the deceased.135 With either interpretation, the expression is arresting, and the reader is 
prompted to obey the command. Yet, if the text given above is on the right track, the epigram 
also asserts that the arete of the fallen already does reach the ends of the earth. Perhaps, then, 
any reader who saw this epigram at Marathon would have already known, more or less, what it 
had to say (and this is not so hard to imagine given the significance that the battle quickly took 
on at Athens). In that case, the command takes on a different force, for the reader is invited to re-
read, to reperform something familiar, the heroes of Marathon having attained something like the 
status of epic heroes.136   
Proper comment on the reception of this epigram will require a fuller study of its findspot in 
Herodes Atticus’ villa than I can offer here. But it is probably reasonable to presume that the 
epigram was at least preserved by Herodes and re-erected in or near his villa at Loukou:137 we do 
not know its history before this, but if it originally stood at Marathon, then it obviously must 
have survived in the interim. What was its original location, and who were its readers prior to its 
removal to Loukou?138 Like the notorious monument of Persian Wars Epigrams (mentioned 
                                                
134 Smyth §2013. 
135 See Petrovic (2016b) for a stimulating discussion of the evidence for performances of casualty lists.  
136 See Whitley (1994) on the ‘epic’ heroization of the Marathonomachai with the soros. 
137 Spyropoulos (2006) 192 describes the stone as being built into a “Palaiochristian oven” on the later site of the 
villa. The two aforementioned (n. 128) inscribed fragments that appear to be parts of similar casualty lists are 
vaguely described as being found in the same area.  
138 See Olson (2016) for a study of the epigram and insightful reconstructions of its importance to possible different 
audience, such as readers during the period 490-80 and those after 479. 
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above) or Callimachus’ dedication, we have no explicit trace of this epigram in the literary 
tradition.  
We turn finally to another recent archaeological discovery, this one from Thebes, which 
bears a fascinating four-line elegiac epigram that appears to have been inscribed twice, one 
below the other. It is an orthogonal funerary stele that was found in secondary use in the 
construction of a cist grave in the south of the Northeastern cemetery at Thebes; the editio 
princeps was published in 2014 by N. Papazarkadas.139  
The first version of the text is written in the epichoric Boeotian script, whereas the second 
version is written in a form of Ionic. Relying upon analysis of the letter-forms, Papazarkadas 
dates the first text to the late sixth or early fifth century. The addition he places some time in the 
fourth century, since the Ionic alphabet was probably first introduced in the 370s.140 Before 
further considering the context of the original and re-inscription, let us turn to the texts of the 
epigram. For convenience, following Papazarkadas’ practice, I will discuss textual matters in 
reference to both versions (e.g. line reference will be to 1/5), whereas interpretation will refer to 
verses (1-4).  
[------------------]ΕΡΕΤΟΝ[..]Τ[.] | 
[ ‒ ⏔|‒ ⏔|‒|ἐν? π]ολέμυ [θ]ανέμεν | 
[ ‒ ⏔|‒ ⏔|‒ ⏔|‒]πατρίδος πέρι Θέβας |  
[ ‒ ⏔|‒]εντο ἆθλα κράτιστ’ ἀρετᾶς. | 
vac. 
[---------------]ΛΥ..Ͱ̣ΡΕΤΟΝ[.]Υ̣ΤΟ | 
[ ‒ ⏔|‒ ⏔|‒|ἐν π]ολέμοι θανέμεν | 
                                                
139 Papazarkadas (2014). Tentori Montalto (2017) 126-29 offers some comments with slight divergences from 
Papazarkadas’ text, not based on autopsy. 
140 Papazarkadas (2014) 230-32. 
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[ ‒ ⏔|‒ ⏔|‒ ⏔|‒]πατρίδος πέρι Θείβα[ς] | 
[.]ΝΑ[‒‒‒‒]εντο ἆθλα κράτιστ’ ἀρετᾶς. 
vac. 
1/5 ἤρετον (> ἄρνυμαι) αὐτοῦ tent. Papazarkadas 
4/8 [μ]νᾶ[μ(α) αὐτοῖς aut ἀστοῖς vel βροτοῖς vel sim. ...] ego. [... θ]έντο Papazarkadas. 
“ [...] to die [in] battle [...] for the sake of fatherland Thebes [...] they [s]et the greatest prizes of 
arete.” 
The first verse of the epigram remains a crux: Papazarkadas tentatively proposes reading an 
unattested dual form that would mean “won, gained,” along with the pronoun αὐτοῦ in a local 
sense, “here or there,” which he interprets as meaning “on the battlefield,” but this solution is 
most uncertain.141 I have not yet been able to study the stone in person, so I refrain from offering 
other reconstructions of this verse. 
What is striking in verse two is the infinitive “to die.” Now, in sepulchral epigrams it is 
common to describe the deceased as having died with a finite form of such a verb. But I have 
noticed no parallels in epigrams dated prior to the fourth century (i.e., in CEG I) for the use of 
the infinitive of any verb of dying dependent on some other expression. Without such parallels, 
we cannot be certain of the syntax of the phrase here. I suggest, however, that what may have 
governed this infinitive was an expression like ‘they were willing’ or ‘they didn’t hesitate.’ 
Compare Tyrtaeus fr. 10.1-2 W:  
τεθνάμεναι γὰρ καλὸν ἐνὶ προμάχοισι πεσόντα  
ἄνδρ’ ἀγαθὸν περὶ ἧι πατρίδι μαρνάμενον 
                                                
141 See Hansen (1978) 198 on the rarity of the dual in verse inscriptions down to 400; if I am correct about the 
interpretation of the verb in the fourth verse (see below), then a dual verb is hard to explain in the first verse. See 
Tentori Montalto (2017) 127-28 for a different reading of the first verse. 
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“For it is beautiful to have died fallen in the front ranks, a good man fighting over his 
fatherland.” 
As M. Meier has argued, the sentiment has not been properly understood (already in antiquity 
Tyrtaeus was interpreted as war-mongering): the distich aims to build a communal ethos (much 
as Solon did in his poetry at Athens) around a conception of arete as serving the good of the 
community. The perfect tense τεθνάμεναι, for Meier, is crucial: it is not the process of “dying in 
battle” that is praised, but the fact that one “has died” in service to the patris.142 The infinitive in 
our epigram, although probably with a different syntax, may make a similar point. Note that the 
Tyrtaean passage also coheres with the third verse of our epigram, where the battle referred to in 
verse two is evidently characterized as being for the sake of the fatherland. Surprisingly, this idea 
is not often made quite so pointedly in sepulchral epigram of the Archaic or Classical period. 
As indicated, the fact of death in battle is often described in inscribed epigram, and this is 
juxtaposed with the attendant fame or claim to virtue that the deceased possesses. But the 
connection between these two elements is left implicit, and the deceased are not typically 
portrayed as embracing even a noble death. This connection, until now, was attested first in 
Athenian epigrams for their collective war dead dating to the later fifth century. Compare the last 
couplet of the epigram for the fighters who died at Potidaea in 432 (CEG 10.12-13): 
... 
παῖδες Ἀθεναίον· φσυχὰς δ’ ἀντίρρο[π]α θέντες |  
ἐ[λλ]άχσαντ’ ἀρετὲν καὶ πατρ[ίδ’] εὐκλ[έ]ϊσαν. 
The deceased, identified in the previous sentence as the “children of the Athenians,” are 
described as “putting their souls in the balance-scales,” and, continuing the commercial 
                                                
142 Meier (2003) 157-82. She argues that Tyrtaeus was misunderstood (perhaps we would say reinterpreted) as early 
as Horace (Carm. 3.2.13) and especially by the National Socialists in Germany, for whom, in translations, Tyrtaeus 
glorified war.   
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metaphor, “they take in exchange arete, and they give their fatherland good repute.” Such a 
moving conclusion suggests that the dead at Potidaea chose their lot and willingly risked their 
lives for the sake of their country.  
 In the new epigram from Thebes, we find, it seems, the same concepts. This is contrary to 
expectation, since, as we have outlined above, scholars have linked many of the perceived 
changes in epigrammatic commemoration in the course of the fifth century with democratic 
Athens. That analysis and the scholarly narratives dependent upon it are now somewhat drawn 
into question by this new epigram, which was generated in oligarchic Thebes, probably at the 
same time as–or even prior to–the emergence of the early democracy at Athens, and certainly 
before the developed democracy of the later fifth century. Tyrtaeus’ still earlier ‘martial’ poetry 
similarly deserves reconsideration.  
The final verse of the epigram also has surprising echoes in later fifth century Athenian 
commemorative practices. I have proposed above reading the supplement [μ]νᾶ[μ(α), followed 
perhaps by a dative of reference. To support my overall interpretation of this verse, I turn first to 
Papazarkadas’ discussion. He well adduces the end of Thucydides’ Periclean funeral oration 
(2.46, transl. Lattimore [1998]): 
“In words, as much as I in my turn could say suitably in accordance with the custom has been 
said, and in deed, these have been honored in burial now, and from this time the city will rear 
their sons at public expense until they are of age, conferring on both the dead and their survivors 
a beneficial crown for such contests as these (τῶν τοιῶνδε ἀγώνων). For it is among those 
who establish the greatest prizes for courage (ἆθλα γὰρ οἷς κεῖται ἀρετῆς μέγιστα) that men 
are the best citizens.” 
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Thucydides’ metaphorical use of language referring to athletic contests and their prizes has often 
been taken by historians as an oblique reference to actual funerary contests that took place at 
Athens for the war dead but about which Thucydides is purposefully silent in his description of 
the patrios nomos. Papazarkadas, in making the comparison between the language of the 
epigram and the funeral oration, is keen to make the case that such athletic contests also occurred 
at Thebes–and this may well be correct. But he also makes clear that he understands the mention 
of ἆθλα in the Theban epigram to be allusive, much as it is in the funeral oration. It is this point 
that I wish to emphasize and expand upon, for it is vital to our interpretation of the epigram and 
its significance. 
The supplement [... θ]έντο is very nearly certain.143 The subject, however, is unlikely to be 
the living Thebans who have set “prizes for excellence” in honor of the deceased. Such a 
reference–even if we accept Papazarkadas’ argument that there were funeral games honoring the 
war dead at Thebes–would not be at home in sepulchral epigram, the focus of which is on the 
actions of the deceased. And, as we saw in the funeral oration, it was the deceased who possess 
the “prizes of arete.” I suggest that the subject of this verb is the deceased, who are plural. 
As for my supplement [μ]νᾶ[μ(α) ... ] at the beginning of the verse, for a parallel we turn 
once more to a funerary epigram for the war dead at Athens in the later fifth century, for which 
dates from 447 down to 409 have been proposed. 
 IG I3 1162.45-58 (~ CEG 6, dated 447, 440/39/38, 422/1, 409)  
hοίδε παρ’ hελλέσποντον ἀπόλεσαν ἀγλαὸν hέβεν | 
     βαρνάμενοι, σφετέραν δ’ εὐκλέϊσαμ πατρίδα, | 
                                                
143 The combination of this verb with ἆθλα is frequent, for example, in book twenty-three of the Iliad to describe the 
setting of prizes for the games in honor of Patroclus (262, 631, 653, 700, 740, 748). Hesiod, in the Works and Days, 
in reference to the funeral games for Amphidamas at which he competed, describes how the sons of Amphidamas 
set many prizes (646). 
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hόστ’ ἐχθρὸς στενάχεμ πολέμο θέρος ἐκκομίσαντας, | 
     αὐτοῖς δ’ ἀθάνατον μνε͂μ’ ἀρετε͂ς ἔθεσαν. 
“These men lost their splendid youthfulness fighting by the Hellespont, and to their own 
fatherland they gave good repute, so that the enemy groaned carrying off the harvest of war; but 
for themselves they set an immortal mnema of arete.”  
In the second couplet of this epigram, the conventional language of ‘placing the memorial’ is 
strikingly repurposed. The deceased set their own (αὐτοῖς) mnema by their sacrifice in battle. 
The role of the dedicators has been completely elided from the epigram. We may compare as 
well Simonides’ encomium for the dead of Thermopylae, where it is the precinct of the dead that 
selects for itself as attendant the glory of Greece (see Appendix E). Similarly in the Theban 
epigram, the deceased set the prizes of arete, which may allude to funeral games in honor of 
themselves. But such a phrase is, at best, oblique without further explication, and this the 
supplement [μ]νᾶ[μ(α) suitably supplies: the dead “set the prizes of arete as a [m]na[ma].”  
We may at this point return briefly to part of Callimachus’ epigram (CEG 256), discussed 
above (4.2). The last three verses read: 
[?Καλίμαχος πολέ]μαρχος Ἀθεναίον τὸν ἀγο͂να ⁝ 
τὸν Μα[ραθο͂νι πρὸ h]ελένον ὀ[(⏑) ‒ ⏑⏑ ‒ ‒ ⁝] 
παισὶν Ἀθεναίον μν[εμ? ‒ ⏔ ‒ ⏑⏑ ‒ ‒]. 
I suggested above that the phrase “mn[eme/a] for the children of the Athenians” may function as 
a predicate of τὸν ἀγο͂να; we do not know the verb, but the subject must be the polemarch. Most 
likely, he “wins,” “establishes, or “leads” the contest (vel sim.). In any event, given that there is 
limited room for filling out two coordinate clauses in the lacunae (and one would then want a 
connective somewhere at the beginning of the last verse), the most economical solution may be 
to suppose that it is the battle itself that is characterized as a mneme/a for the Athenians.  
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If it seems strange for the deceased to leave behind their own metaphorical mnema, we may 
turn to a parallel preserved in the literary tradition. This is the epigram for the dead who perished 
at the Eurymedon fighting the Persians (‘Sim.’ 46 FGE). The last verse is what here concerns us: 
κάλλιστον δ’ ἀρετῆς μνῆμ’ ἔλιπον φθίμενοι. 
“And when they perished they left the finest mnema of arete.” 
In this light, Callimachus’ mnema for the Athenians is intelligible: he and the other 
Marathonomachai have set not only a memorial of themselves but also an example for future 
generations.  
But let us consider one last time our now-nameless Knidian, who, in the last verse of his 
epigram (I.Knidos 501), says the following: 
µνᾶμα δὲ λᾶν κατέλειπε παρ’ ἐργαστήριον αὐτ[ο͂] 
“And (he) left behind as a mnama a stone (or a mnama to behold) beside [?t/]his workshop.” 
I noted above that it is hard to find a parallel for a deceased person or any other sort of dedicator 
who has “left behind” a mnema as though it were a bequest. But in light of the preceding 
examples, perhaps that is exactly the meaning of the verse (as we have seen, such a text may or 
may not have been funerary). The individual associated with the Knidian ergasterion wanted to 
be remembered by politai, other Knidians, and indeed anyone else who should come to the 
lovely and windswept place where he left his mnema. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS 
In this study, I have sought to contribute to our understanding of poetry in Archaic Greece. In 
particular, I have focused on ancient readings of epigram, highlighting how, from the earliest 
alphabetic texts, such poems anticipated their own reperformance and were composed with 
readers in mind. In Chapter 2, I have shown how modern concepts of private and public texts and 
contexts skew our interpretation of Archaic poetry and can lead to mistaken conclusions about 
the historical, political, and social contexts in which this poetry was generated and received. I 
proposed an alternative analysis based on the ancient terms demosion, koinon, and idion. As 
developed in Chapter 3, my contention has been that, as a rule, all epigram was ‘public’ in the 
sense that it was designed for reading, reperformance, and reception by future individuals. And, 
in Chapter 4, I showed how perceived innovations in epigrammatic commemoration in the late 
Archaic period, particularly in reference to Athenian democracy and the Persian Wars, are more 
complex than has been recognized. Individuals of high and low status alike employed 
epigrammatic mnemata to record their place in history.  
In Chapter 3, I connected Theognis’ seal-poem to the habit of inscribing ceramic vessels with 
name-tags and epigrams, arguing that the poet foresaw the dissemination and reperformance of 
his poems via writing. In the Introduction, I noted the debate concerning the relationship between 
alphabetic writing and early Greek literature. I believe that Archaic epigram deserves a more 
prominent place in such debates and, in general, merits attention alongside the non-inscribed 
poetry with which it is contemporary. While all poems had ‘original’ occasions, their 
interpretation by scholars should account as well for their reperformances. Indeed, as I suggest in 
Appendix E, some of Simonides’ non-epigrammatic poetry strongly indicates that the poet 
composed with reperformance in mind. My account of how sympotic epigrams circulated and 
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were reperformed encourages us to reconsider the pragmatics of performance at the symposium, 
as well as in other contexts.      
In Chapter 2, I proposed a new conceptual model for analyzing epigrams that employs 
ancient Greek concepts of public and private. This approach can aid our interpretation of other 
literature as well: for example, the gnomological elegies of Theognis need not be distinguished 
from the erotic ones by a public-private dichotomy, nor should it be assumed that Alcaeus’ 
political songs were intended only for private audiences.  
In Chapter 3, I focused on one key social relationship that is prominent in epigram, philia, 
which I have connected especially with the symposium, where poetry, wine, friendship, and 
writing intersect. I have avoided positing specific generic influences (for example, the derivation 
of funerary epigram from elegiac or Homeric poetry) but instead have indicated how a shared 
poetic tradition gets instantiated in particular poems and contexts. This approach, I believe, can 
be applied fruitfully in other studies of genre and intertextuality. 
Particularly in Chapter 4, I have been skeptical of our ability to distinguish elite, authorized 
culture from its converse. The mnema-function, where epigrams fashion history in nuce, is not 
the preserve of the state or a closed elite. Many inscribed epigrams survive by accident; they 
were not subject to the long, repeatedly selective, discontinuous process of manuscript 
transmission that most other Greek literature has faced. In this respect, epigram puts us closer to 
its contexts of ancient composition and reception, which permits a richer, better informed 
analysis than other literature can offer. The results of such analysis, which I hope are of some 
interest in their own right, have implications for our study of other literature from ancient Greece 
as well.  
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APPENDIX A: ARNIADAS AND MENEKRATES, THE EXCAVATION EVIDENCE 
Debate about the dates of these two monuments has largely depended on paleographic 
arguments,1 although there is some datable ceramic material that may provide a terminus post 
quem for the tumulus.2 Unfortunately, the findspot of Arniadas’ stele and its location relative to 
the tumulus of Menekrates have become garbled through tralatitious publications, so I set out the 
problem in brief and attempt to clarify the matter. 
K. Hallof, the editor of the current standard text of Arniadas’ inscription (IG IX2 880), reports 
summarily that it was found “in the same place” as that of Menekrates and directs the reader to 
page 23 of Riemann for a fuller description. O. Riemann, however, presents (as he makes clear) a 
French translation of part of A. Mustoxidi’s account of the early excavations of the Castrades 
cemetery, and the rendition on page 23 approximates to Mustoxidi’s description of the discovery 
of a base found in proximity to the inscriptions of Menekrates and Arniadas. The base in 
question seemed not to have had a burial under it, so Mustoxidi speculated that it could have 
pertained to other finds nearby, including the epitaph of Arniadas. But nowhere does he imply 
that the stele belonged atop this base.3  
                                                
1 Jeffery (LSAG 233) remarks the similarity of the letter-forms on the two monuments. 
2 See LSAG 232, with literature: two olpai of Corinthian Transitional style (ca. 640-625) are thought to be among 
those vessels found below the foundation of the tumulus, but their supposed local manufacture precludes precise 
dating and these would only yield a terminus p. q. One of the vessels, BM 1868,0110.770 (the other is 769), is 
presently identified in the online catalogue (https://tinyurl.com/ybzuxf8l, last accessed Nov. 13, 2017) as an 
oinochoe. Oswald (2014) 56-62 is skeptical of the dating value of the olpai. Mustoxidi (1848) 272 describes the 
finds below the foundation of the tumulus: “E ciò che è più notabile nel seno dello stesso piano tastato a varie 
riprese colla trivella, due piedi di profondità sotto la base del monumento di Menecrate, olle ancora trovaronsi di 
immensa capacità ed altri vasi, e specialmente in alcune olle bei vasi dipinti di quelli che ora si chiamano di maniera 
fenicia od egizia, qualcuno con figure umane in nero o rosso cupo sul giallo e rosso del fondo. Spezzati anche due 
fusti giacevano di colonne doriche.” One would like more information concerning these two fragmentary Doric 
columns.  
3 Contrast Riemann (1879) 23: “Du côté opposé, on trouva une autre grande base, également quadrangulaire, 
destinée sans doute à supporter aussi quelque oeuvre de sculpture; il n’y avait au-dessous aucune fosse, et l’on peut 
supposer qu’elle avait peut-être quelque relation avec l’épitaphe d’Arniadas, qui fut mise au jour près de là, ainsi 
qu’une grande jarre enterrée dans le sol et contenant une belle ὑδρία, à vernis noir, pleine d’os brûlés” with his 
stated (21) source, Mustoxidi (1848) 272: “Dal lato opposto posava un’ altra gran base, pur quadrangolare, destinata 
forse a sostenere eziandio qualche opera di scultura, e poichè mossa di luogo non ha lasciato scorgere sotto di sè 
fossa od altro puossi supporre che avesse ella relazione coll’ epitafio di Arniada là dappresso scoperto, e con una 
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H. Roehl (IGA 343) and G. Dittenberger (IG IX 868) report that the stele was found with or 
near the tumulus of Menekrates (“prope sepulcrum Menecratis” and “eodem loco ac sepulcrum 
Menecratis,” respectively),4 but both do include a detail omitted by Hallof: the stele was found at 
a level 0.9 m. higher than the tumulus. Neither Roehl nor Dittenberger indicates the source of 
this detail.  
In fact, it is the simultaneous newspaper reports of F. Orioli, announcing the discovery of 
Arniadas’ stele, and of C. Filitas, who publishes the first text of the inscription, that offer greater 
clarity on the matter than later editors do.5 Orioli reports that the stele was found south of the 
cenotaph of Menekrates; Filitas adds that it appeared not far from Menekrates’ monument and 
nearly at the same level as the latter (“quasi sul medesimo livello”).6  
Both Orioli and Filitas offer a crucial detail rarely noted by later scholars and, so far as I have 
observed, repeated last by J. F. Crome in 1938: the stele was found in situ, firmly set in its 
rectangular stone base.7 The stele of Arniadas is no ‘wandering stone’ that is so often met by 
students of Greek epigraphy: barring a relocation of the stele with its base in antiquity, it was 
originally displayed in proximity to the monument of Menekrates. This is precious information, 
which bears on any analysis of the monument.  
                                                                                                                                                       
grand’ olla sepolta in terra, con entro una bell’ idria a vernice nera, e piena d’ ossa arse” [underscores added]. This 
passage, in either language, does not describe the findspot of the inscribed stele.    
4 Cf. already Franz (1846) 379 “benachbarten.” 
5 Orioli (1846a) 11-12 and Filitas (1846) 12. The latter deserves to be recorded as publisher of the editio princeps, 
but the editor of IG IX 868 erroneously attributes it to Orioli, while that of IG IX2 880 records only Orioli’s mention 
(“commemoratur”) of the inscription and attributes the ed. pr. to Franz (1846) 379-81. 
6 Orioli (1846a) 11; Filitas (1846) 12. 
7 Orioli (1846a) 11: “E’ un sasso quadrilungo (di quella roccia calcarea, che fa noccinolo alla collina di Forte 
Abramo, e che in tutte queste isole del mare Jonio non è rara), posato come una base, larga in fronte piedi 3 oncie 9 
(misura inglese); distesa dalla fronte all’opposto lato per piedi 2, oncie 11; grossa piede 1. Sorgeva inserto nel 
mezzo un altro sasso quadrilungo (una stela), ritto in piede, e saldamente incastrato; alto piedi 6, oncie 4, lungo piedi 
1, oncie 8, groso oncie 6; cacciato dentro l’incavo del sasso inferiore per altrettante oncie.” Filitas (1846) 12: 
“disotterrato, su d’una quadrangolare base fermo, un cippo....” Crome (1938) 53: “...weil der 1,90 m hohe, 0,55 m 
breite Block mit dem Epigramm noch bei der Ausgrabung aufrechtstehend gefunden wurde.”  
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Mustoxidi, who offers the fullest account of the excavations known to me,8 compiles and 
augments the reports of Orioli and Filitas.9 In October 1843, the tumulus of Menekrates was 
found almost at sea level, on virgin soil. Nearby the tumulus was discovered an Archaic lion 
sculpture.10 In April 1846, the stele of Arniadas, still in its base, was found at a level three feet 
higher than that of the tumulus, but the same as that of the lion sculpture (the position of the 
sculpture relative to the tumulus is shown in fig. 2c). In the course of extracting the stele it broke 
in two pieces, and these were transferred to the Ionian college; I have found no record of what 
became of the stele’s base.11 Crome has convincingly dissociated the lion sculpture from both the 
tumulus and the stele,12 and it is reasonable to conjecture that it belonged to a different tomb.  
As for the relative excavation levels, with the tumulus at the lowest level, the sculpture and 
stele-base both three feet higher (cf. fig. 2c), it would be hazardous to hypothesize stratigraphic 
levels: we do not know, for example, how deep, relative to the then-ground level, the foundation 
of the tumulus was dug such that it reached “virgin soil.”13 Moreover, Mustoxidi observes that 
                                                
8 Crome (1938) 50 n. 2 states that the then-ephor of Corfu, Dr. Papadimitriou, was preparing to publish old reports 
and drawings of the excavations around Menekrates’ monument. Papadimitriou (1952) 59 provides a brief summary, 
but a full publication seems never to have appeared.  
9 Mustoxidi (1848) 270 with n. e makes clear that his description is largely based upon Orioli’s initial newspaper 
reports of 1843 and 1846 (“intesseremo liberamente alle nostre le parole del professore F. Orioli”). Although I have 
not yet been able to view the 1843 newspaper issues, Mustoxidi provides details not found in those pertaining to the 
1846 excavations. See also Filitas (1844).  
10 Mustoxidi (1848) 272 states merely “non lontana,” whereas Crome (1938) 53, seemingly on the authority of 
Mustoxidi, gives the findspot of the lion as “nahezu 7 m vom Rundbau (sc. des Menekrates).”  
11 Mustoxidi (1848) 288-89; in the initial description of the tumulus’ discovery (272), Mustoxidi implies that the 
statue was found at the same level as the tumulus, but this perhaps means that the lion was at a level equal to (part 
of) the tumulus, not necessarily to its foundation.  
12 Crome (1938) 53: no evidence of a plinth or foundation was found atop the tumulus (and an oblong statue would 
be ill accommodated on the round roof), and the stele was found set in the middle of its base, with the remaining 
surface too small to accommodate the statue. The dimensions are given by Orioli (n. 7, cf. Mustoxidi [1848] 289) as 
W x Th x H: 3 ft. 9 in. x 2 ft. 11 in. x 1 ft. (= 1.143 x 0.889 x 0.305 m.) for the base and H x W x Th: 6 ft. 4 in. x 1 
ft. 8 in. x 6 in. (= 1.829 x 0.508 x 0.152 m.) for the stele, but the latter are somewhat different from those given in IG 
IX2 880 (1.915 x 0.555 x 0.15 m.). Crome (1938) 50 gives the dimensions of the attached base of the lion as Th x W: 
0.41 x 1.21 m. 
13 Mustoxidi (1848) 273 suggests that the foundation was artificially dug at the foot of the natural slope near the 
tumulus (“Né male è il congetturare che il piano fosse artificialmente scavato a piè dell’ erta in guisa che la piccola 
pendice a cui verso terra si appoggia facesse una fronte o parete messa presso a poco a perpendicolo...”). Filitas 
(1844) 6 states that initially, in October 1843, only the top of the structure was excavated, but subsequently it was 
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the entire area was in time buried due to erosion from the nearby slope, with the result that later 
burials were made in the same area, at a higher level, evidently without any knowledge of the 
older monuments beneath.14 The process of erosion and deposition presumably was continuous, 
so the metric of three feet could be misleading: this deposition, combined with the unknown 
depth by which the foundation of the tumulus was dug, does not preclude the possibility that the 
stele, despite its higher elevation, was founded prior to the tumulus.     
Setting aside the issue of relative dates, it must be recalled that the inscription is cut on the 
top course of the tumulus. Based on the measurements for the base and stele of Arniadas,15 the 
approximate height of the tumulus,16 and the information that the base was on a level three feet 
higher than that of the tumulus, I calculate that the bottom of the stele stood approximately 1.219 
m. higher than the bottom of the tumulus.17 Since the stele’s vertical inscription begins above a 
small vacat of several centimeters (I have not yet had the opportunity to measure it), some part of 
the stele’s vertical inscription necessarily stood at the same level as the horizontal inscription on 
Menekrates’ tumulus. That is, whereas the foundation of the tumulus lies at a lower level than 
                                                                                                                                                       
dug down to its foundation. Orioli (1846b) 14 describes how the top of the tumulus was later reconstructed:,“...la 
parte ricolma sovrastante alla fascia superiore è, a mia suggestione, rinnovata per difesa del sottoposto muro 
circolare, imitando, per quanto la memoria suggeriva quel che s'era incontrato scavando.”  
14 Mustoxidi (1848) 273: “...per la incuria degli uomini, nell’ andare degli anni, le terre superiori assai facilmente 
furono trascinate dalle pioggie, e ruinando finirono col coprire ogni cosa. ... il suolo che dai posteri immemori di 
Menecrate e di Arniada si abbandono a piccola gente e di umile fortuna, onde ed amfore ed olle vi si collocarono, e 
fosse vi si cavarono per abbruciarvi cadaveri....” Cf. Filitas (1844) 4-5: “Βόθροι καὶ πίθοι ὡσαύτως 
ἐπαρουσιάσθησαν πάλιν ἐν γένει, κατὰ τὸν τρόπον τῶν περιγραφθέντων, καὶ εἰς τὴν τοµὴν τοῦ κατωτέρου 
στρώµατος, καὶ τοὺς ὁποίους ἡ πρὸς τὰ πρότερα θέσις των, ἔργα φανερῶς ἐµαρτύρει προγενεστέρας ἐποχῆς, ἀπὸ 
τὰς ἐκ τοῦ ὑπερκειµένου λόφου καταφεροµένας γαίαις (sic) σκεπασθέντα, ὡς εἰκὸς, βαθµηδὸν, εἰς ἄλλους 
νεωτέρους χρόνους.” For a general description of the other burials and finds uncovered in 1843, see Filitas (1844) 3-
6, Orioli (1846b) 14-15, Mustoxidi (1848) 271-73 (largely reliant on Filitas and Orioli). 
15 See n. 12. 
16 Crome (1938) 52 with Abb. 6 provides the measurements made by Hans Münz in 1935: the five courses of the 
round wall are together 1.20 m. tall; the foundation course appears to be the same height in his drawing, so I 
estimate 1.44 m. for the overall height, excluding the roof. The inscription runs a few centimeters from the top, or at 
a height of about 1.40 m. from the bottom of the foundation.  
17 0.914 m. (i.e., three feet), plus 0.305 m. (the one foot height of the stele’s base), yielding 1.219 m.; I exclude from 
these calculations the several inches by which the stele was sunk in its base, since these are not precisely reported 
and we do not how the stele was broken off from its base during excavation (the bottom surface of the stele is 
broken today).  
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the base of the stele, the inscriptions were displayed at the same level as one another because 
they were placed differently on their respective monuments. Since the lion sculpture and stele are 
reported as being found at the same level, the depiction of the lion relative to the tumulus (fig. 
2c) can serve as an illustrative guide to the stele’s level relative to that of the tumulus.  
As already indicated, their dates relative to one another cannot be established on the basis of 
the excavation reports or the ceramic evidence, much of which is now unaccounted for. But, 
whichever was made first, it is no stretch to suppose, especially in light of the known erosion of 
the nearby slope, that both appeared within a generation. Such a conclusion is in accord with the 
dating of the inscriptions on paleographic grounds, which have been made, so far as I can 
discern, without thorough recourse to the excavation data. 
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APPENDIX B: THE DATING(S) OF THE CENOTAPH AT AMBRACIA 
B.1 The Date 
The date of the cenotaph and its inscription is controversial (SEG 51.540A; fig. 6a-b). 
Andreou dated the inscription of both the cenotaph and “Corinthian” stele (SEG 51.540B; fig. 
7a-d) to ca. 600, arguing that they both refer to the same battle by the Arachthus river that the 
epigram of Arniadas of Corcyra mentions (CEG 145, dated ca. 600; see 2.3.3).1 J. Bousquet, 
judging by the paleography of the cenotaph’s epigram but noting the paucity of dateable 
comparanda, considered that the cenotaph–and, accepting the argument that it was part of the 
same monument, the “Corinthian” stele as well–should be placed in the middle of the sixth 
century at the earliest.2 Matthaiou, who dissociated the stele from the original use of the 
cenotaph, dated the inscription of the latter on the basis of letter-forms to the late sixth or early 
fifth century.3  
To my knowledge, the only historically dateable inscription in the epichoric script of Corinth 
remains the Salamis epigram (CEG 131), which has been dated to 480 or shortly thereafter.4 
Since the Salamis epigram employs a younger iota-form than that of the cenotaph, ca. 480 is a 
plausible terminus ante quem for the cenotaph’s inscription.5 
                                                
1 I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 434-38, 441-45. Andreou (1994) 77-98 attempts to establish a koine of funerary 
periboloi of “public character” in NW Greece that includes the tumulus of Menekrates, but the other three examples 
she gives are later and these do not seem interrelated (nor are they demonstrably ‘public’).  
2 Bousquet (1992) 597, 599. His 550 terminus post quem is now often cited incorrectly as the date, ‘ca. 550’ (rather 
than post ca. 550). 
3 Matthaiou (1990-1991) [1993] 276-77. 
4 As Jeffery LSAG 127-30 observes, the late date of the Salamis-epigram makes it difficult to establish an absolute 
chronology for earlier Corinthian inscriptions.  
5 The Salamis epigram employs san instead of sigma but uses the vertical hasta for iota, which is a later form than 
the three- or four-bar iota of Corinth. (Hansen’s suggestion that the letter-cutter was Athenian on the grounds that 
the diphthong ου is spelt with omicron alone is not persuasive, since the omicron in question is squeezed above theta 
and is in a worn area of the stone: upsilon could have been left off for lack of space [thus Wachter (2001) 245 n. 
803, who also observes that the omicron spelling occurs in earlier Corinthian vase inscriptions] or could have worn 
off.) The cenotaph-epigram, by contrast, consistently uses the older four-bar form of iota, as well as san; cf. the 
“Corinthian” stele (Appendix C, n. 8). The four-bar iota is found in I.Dodona 3549A, there dated to the 1st half of 
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Two other features of the cenotaph’s inscription are relevant to our efforts to determine its 
date but have received little attention: it is inscribed both stoichedon and boustrophedon. The 
origin of the stoichedon style of inscription remains unclear, but the evidence suggests that 
proto-stoichedon spread in the mid- to latter half of the sixth century.6 Conversely, the 
boustrophedon style disappeared by the early Classical period, and Jeffery, chiefly on the 
evidence of the Salamis-epigram just mentioned, supposes that it disappeared from Corinthian 
inscriptions in the middle or second half of the sixth century.7  
Parallels for inscribing both proto-stoichedon and boustrophedon appear far away from 
Ambracia, in the Aegean: an epitaph from Samos dated by Jeffery very tentatively ca. 540-520? 
(LSAG 341 no. 10), and two inscriptions from Miletos, dated ca. 500-494 (LSAG 343 no. 34) and 
ca. 500-480 (LSAG 343 no. 39).8 The two styles are also found in combination in two Attic 
inscriptions, dated ca. 550? (LSAG 77 no. 25) and ca. 550-540? (LSAG 77 no. 26; Raubitschek 
DAA 195 dates it 525-500).9 Bousquet’s terminus post quem of ca. 550 for the cenotaph-
inscription is validated by these parallels. But since the stoichedon arrangement of our epigram is 
carefully observed,10 a date closer to 500 is likely, and I adopt Matthaiou’s range of late sixth-
early fifth century.    
 
 
                                                                                                                                                       
the 6th c. (but perhaps it is somewhat later than this); the content suggests that the petitioner, and hence perhaps the 
writer, was Ambracian.  
6 See now Butz (2010) 77-103 on this issue (she does not, however, discuss the present inscription). The term 
stoichedon is variously employed, but, properly, it designates a text with one letter per stoichos, the same number of 
letters in each line. Proto-stoichedon or qualifications such as “fere,” “irregular,” or “imperfect” designate 
arrangements that appear orderly but which deviate from stoichedon proper.    
7 LSAG 117-18. 
8 LSAG 326; cf. Butz (2010) 78, 81, who advocates the higher end of Jeffery’s range.  
9 It should be noted, however, that these dates partly depend on the combination of proto-stoichedon and 
boustrophedon. 
10 The three lines of the inscription are aligned for 69 letter-spaces, at which point the third line ends (i.e. the 
inscription ends), and the top two lines continue in alignment for a further 32 letter-spaces. It is assumed that these 
two lines continued across the blocks now missing from the right side of the monument.  
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B.2 A Re-inscription?  
It has been provocatively suggested that the inscription was augmented over time. Bousquet 
observed a variation of certain letter-forms (theta, rho, ypsilon, chi) between the beginning and 
end of the text along with an uncertainty about the value of the grapheme E. He explains these 
features as owing to the letter-cutter’s awareness of changes in the Corinthian alphabet or else 
his license to vary certain forms.11 I. Athanassoudi canvases the same evidence but concludes 
that there were two letter-cutters, with that of the last distich employing a more “classic” style 
than the other.12 Randone, building on Athanassoudi, detects further, subtle variations (in E, 
lambda, ny, and san) between the last couplet and the rest of the epigram. He concludes that the 
last couplet was added some time later than the first eight verses, and bases this contention on the 
assumption that the demonstrative pronoun of verse ten (μετὰ το͂νδ’ ἀνδρο͂ν) has the same 
reference as that of verse one, meaning that the two named as “with these men” were added to an 
original eight-verse epigram.13 
The conclusions of Athanassoudi and Randone are based on shaky evidence. Monumental 
letters (these are 0.06 m.) as a rule do not lend themselves to the identification of hands. There is 
indeed some variation of letter-forms, but some variants appear within each of the supposed 
sections of the text: rho of Ἀραθθίονα (v. 9) has a large triangle and almost no descending 
vertical, whereas that of Κάρ (v. 10) has a small triangle and prominent descending vertical; the 
two lambdas of Καλλίταν (v. 8) have different angles from each other (neither, it is true, 
                                                
11 Bousquet (1992) 597, 599: he considers such variation to be an indication of the text’s relatively late date in the 
Archaic period.  
12 Athanassoudi (1995-1996) 222-23. I infer that by “plus classique” (222) she means “more traditional, 
conservative,” not “more Classical (sc. than Archaic).” Her observation of variation in use of ephelcystic ny between 
the two supposed letter-cutters (verses 6 and 10) seems irrelevant since in each case the presence (v. 10) or absence 
(v. 6) of ny is required by the metre.  
13 Randone (2013) 44-50, building on D’Alessio (1995) 25. Petrovic (2016b) 377-78 now accepts their argument. 
Tentori Montalto (2017) 86-87 makes some of the same objections as I do and concludes that there was one letter-
cutter.   
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identical to that of v. 9). Moreover, Randone’s allegation of certain variations is unpersuasive.14 
Every writer or stonecutter may exhibit variation of letter-forms, so the recognition of subtle 
variants here in no way compels us to conclude that there were two cutters.   
Most importantly, the few compelling cases of variation between forms of the last couplet 
and the rest of the epigram argue against Randone’s thesis. The X-like orientation of theta, 
tailless rho, ypsilon with tail, and the X-like orientation of chi, all detected in the last couplet, are 
all classified by Jeffery as earlier forms than those employed in the first eight verses.15 The 
supposedly errant use of E in the diphthong [ai] (thrice in v. 9) is paralleled in Corinthian vase 
inscriptions dated from around 600 to 550,16 so its occurrence is probably not the result of 
confusion or a second hand–it was an option available to the letter-cutter.17  
Finally, Randone’s claim (“come ogni verisimiglianza suggerisce”) that the demonstrative of 
verse ten has the same reference as that in verse one is based on no evidence, and, as I argue in 
my discussion of the epigram, the pronouns are not exactly equivalent. 
                                                
14 The (retrograde) san of  Ἀνπρακίας (v. 7) shows the same form as that (orthograde) in ἴστε (v. 9)–slightly oblique 
first leg, nearly vertical final leg. The supposedly varied orientation of the grapheme E is hardly visible, and there is 
only one example for one of the purported forms. The ny of the alleged second hand appears in Πυραιβο͂ν (v. 1) and 
ἀλκινόεντα (v. 3, bis, neither identical); indeed, the form attributed to the alleged first hand is hardly found (and 
variations of ny by a single hand are, in general, common). 
15 The “newer” form of theta is, however, hardly a late innovation: LSAG 131 no. 13 (ca. 625-550) has the “newer” 
form, ibid. no. 20 (ca. 575-550) the older; the statement (115) that the older form (theta 1) was still used in the 
Salamis-epigram (132 no. 29) is incorrect, since it uses theta 2. LSAG 116 dates tailed rho to the late archaic period 
(cf. Wachter [2001] 227, who claims some examples from 600-550), and the evolution of tailless ypsilon to the sixth 
c. The older form of chi appears in Corinth ca. 575-550 (LSAG 131 no. 18) and in Corcyra in Arniadas’ stele ca. 600 
(LSAG 233-34 no. 11). Note that these kinds of variants are of a different order from the cutter’s consistent use of 
the epichoric iota rather than the later straight form, which was cited above as an indication of the inscription’s date. 
16 Wachter (2001) 248: COR 10a (EC, 620/15-595/590), COR 47 (LC, 575-550), COP 77c (ca. 600-575/ca. 560/ca. 
550), COP 85 (undated).  
17 Cassio (1994) 104 suggests that the spelling of ὀλοφύρομαι is owed to the fact that the word was not in daily use 
and reflects “literary (Ionic) spellings.” To be clear, this means that the spelling of the diphthong likely is owing to 
pronunciation (see Wachter [2001] 248): the spelling with E reflects rapid, everyday pronunciation in Corinthian, so 
that with iota could be attributed to the verb’s absence from daily speech. That is, [ai] would be spelt with E in 
accord with actual pronunciation, whereas the “literary spelling” is employed for the poetic word. I have suggested 
(Chapter 2.3.7) that a similar phenomenon, with variant spellings of the spurious diphthong [ou], may be found in 
Polynoa’s epitaph from Corcyra.  
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The physical evidence of the inscription also tells against a later addition. The letters of the 
last couplet carefully observe the stoichedon arrangement and the lettering remains neat and, 
apart from the variants of letter-form already noted, consistent. Such consistency would be 
difficult to achieve if the inscribed course was already in situ, atop the cenotaph at a height that 
would require the use of a ladder or scaffolding by a later letter-cutter. Contrast the case of the 
two epigrams on lapis A of IG I3 503/4 (Athens, 480-470), where the second is clearly a later 
addition: the first epigram is inscribed stoichedon, whereas the second, demonstrably in a 
different hand, is more awkwardly cut and not stoichedon, despite its placement below the first 
epigram.18  
I do not deny the possibility of a second hand for the last couplet, but the evidence suits 
Bousquet’s notion of a single letter-cutter who had variant letter-forms and spellings at his 
disposal. The occurrence of some older or more traditional letter-form variants in the last couplet 
show that even if the couplet were a later addition, it cannot have been added many years after 
the rest. Furthermore, since I reject Randone’s argument that the language of the last couplet 
betrays it as an addition, there is no ground for supposing that the ten verses were not composed 
by a single poet as a unified whole.19 I maintain, therefore, that we should treat the epigram as an 
organic whole, for I suppose that every reader of the cenotaph from its erection until its 
destruction in the first century BC would have seen it as such. 
 
                                                
18 See the commentary in IG ad loc. on the hands and the debate about the date of the second epigram relative to the 
first. Proietti (2011) 41 attributes the awkwardness of the second hand to the stone’s placement in situ (in this case, 
at or near the ground). (I note that the stoichedon arrangement of the first epigram breaks down somewhat at the end 
of v. 1.) It should be noted, however, that even very large inscriptions could be successfully inscribed after their 
erection: the massive lapis primus (IG I3 259-272) was repeatedly inscribed over a series of years after its erection in 
454/3, each time stoichedon, but each year is clearly distinguished by headings and archon-dates.  
19 Faraone (2008) 133-37 adduces this epigram as evidence for the Archaic structure of elegy as a ten-verse “elegiac 
stanza.” But if this epigram reflects such a hypothesized old form of elegy, one wonders why no other elegiac 
epigram from the Archaic period reaches ten verses. The length of the present epigram is more likely owed primarily 
to the need to name six (as I have suggested) individuals.  
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APPENDIX C: THE STELE AND THE CENTOAPH AT AMBRACIA 
During the excavation of the cenotaph-peribolos at Ambracia (SEG 41.540A; fig. 6a-d), 
fragments of an inscribed stele were also found, and I. Andreou argued that this inscription (SEG 
41.540B; fig. 7a-d), which seems to include the word “Corinthian,” was part of the monument. 
A. Matthaiou, however, observed that the fragments of the stele are thicker than the cutting atop 
one of the inscribed blocks of the cenotaph, where I. Andreou had suggested the stele stood.1 
Matthaiou further argued that the stele was merely in reuse, citing parallels for this from the 
nearby periboloi, and that the fourth-century burial within the peribolos proves that the structure 
was at least partially broken in antiquity; indeed, as he alleges, two bases with stele-cuttings at 
present appear atop the southwest corner of the cenotaph, and these were not reported in the 
original publications and are visible in some published photographs but not in others.2 But E. and 
I. Andreou assert that the cenotaph was unbroken until the fourth century, and that the two 
aforementioned stele-bases were in fact excavated from the adjacent peribolos and moved by the 
excavators atop the cenotaph for reasons of safety.3 
Matthaiou’s case for the stele’s reuse in the cenotaph is undermined by the fact that the 
fragments were not certainly found in secondary use as the other funerary stelai from the area 
were.4 In I. Andreou’s study the fragments are described as found “buried within the peribolos, 
behind the wall of the facade, and others fallen in the ancient road, together with the stones of the 
                                                
1 I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 438-45; Matthaiou (1990-1991) [1993] 275-76, 304, 307. E. and I. Andreou AD 
43A (1988) [1995] 111 argue that since we are missing the bottom of the stele we cannot know its dimensions and 
we cannot be sure of how the stele was connected to the inscribed course of the cenotaph. But it would be 
anomalous for the stele to have tapered at its bottom, and their skepticism merely establishes that we do not know 
where the stele was originally set. 
2 Matthaiou (1990-1991) [1993] 276, 304, 307. E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 104 reports summarily that a 
powerful earthquake in the 1st c. BC knocked into the road (above a level of river-flood deposits) blocks, parts of 
stelai, stele-bases, and funerary dedications from the periboloi.  
3 E. and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 111. 
4 E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 103, 105; cf. E. and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 111. 
 300 
inscribed edifice.”5 In their rejoinder to Matthaiou, E. and I. Andreou propose that the broken 
stele was intentionally buried some time after the erection of the cenotaph (to which they believe 
the stele originally belonged) but prior to the fourth-century burial within the peribolos.6  
It would seem that the earthquake that knocked the inscribed course of the cenotaph into the 
road was responsible too for displacing at least part of the stele. If this is correct, I believe it is 
right to infer that the stele was not in reuse as building material but was at some point–evidently 
prior to the fourth century–buried in proximity to the inscribed course atop the cenotaph’s 
facade.7 On the other hand, it must be made clear that there exists no physical proof that the stele 
was originally part of the cenotaph or ever set atop it.  
Moreover, at least one of the letter-forms of the stele dates later than that of the cenotaph, 
when the epichoric script began to be supplanted by Ionic forms.8 Since the material evidence 
cannot demonstrate that the stele was part of the cenotaph, we must establish the text of each 
independently: a lacuna in one cannot be filled by reference to the text of the other. All that can 
now be said about their relationship is that, given the fact that stele-fragments were buried–
perhaps intentionally–within the peribolos suggests that it may originally have been located in 
proximity to it. We can only speculate as to the cause and date of its destruction. 
                                                
5 I. Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 438-39. Cf. the summary report (E. Andreou AD 41B (1986) [1990] 104), where 
an unspecified number of the stele fragments are described as “fallen in the road exactly in front of peribolos A [the 
cenotaph].”  
6 E. and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 110-11: they suppose that some fragments were buried at a somewhat 
deeper level, others at a level closer to that of the inscribed course of the cenotaph, such that the latter were 
discovered together with the cenotaph’s inscription, which fell into the road after the 1st c. BC earthquake. They 
speculate that the stele was intentionally destroyed following the fall of the Kypselids’ tyranny at Corinth, but such a 
date (ca. 580) is earlier than the stele itself (see below on the dating). 
7 E. and I. Andreou AD 43A (1988) [1995] 110-11 seem to suggest that the fragments of the stele buried within the 
cenotaph must have been buried prior to the intrusion of the fourth-century cist grave, but they do not lay out 
explicitly the archaeological evidence for this claim.   
8 The stele shows the vertical hasta for iota (introduced ca. 500: LSAG 115), whereas the cenotaph has the four-bar 
form. As for diagnostic letters for dating, the stele has san (supplanted by sigma in the first half of 5th c.: LSAG 116) 
and qoppa (out of general use in the first half of fifth c.: LSAG 116), a “middling” form of ypsilon, with a slight tail, 
but essentially the V-form (adopted by the beginning of the 5th c.: LSAG 116). I suppose on the basis of the iota-
form that the stele is somewhat later than the cenotaph, but probably not by much: first quarter of the fifth c.? (see 
Appendix B on the date of the cenotaph’s inscription).    
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APPENDIX D: THE PYRAIBOI, THE ANGELIA, AND THE CITY OF BROAD 
DANCING SPACES 
  
D.1 The Pyraiboi 
The Pyraiboi, who are responsible for the slaughter of the men commemorated in the 
epigram (SEG 41.540A), are otherwise unattested. In the Catalogue of Ships in the Iliad, 
however, there appear the Περαιβοί, some of whom lived around wintry Dodona, others 
cultivating land about the lovely Titaresius, in Thessaly (Il. 2.748-52),1 whereas in the historical 
period the Περ(ρ)αιβοί dwelt primarily in northern Thessaly.2 Chiefly on the evidence of the 
Homeric passage, Cassio suggests that it is the hypothesized early Epirote branch of the Per-
/Pyraiboi who feature in the epigram, but it is important to note that the Thessalian “Peraboi” 
thus spell their own name, perhaps as early as the beginning of the fifth century.3 
 G. F. Randone augments Cassio’s interpretation with the interesting suggestion that the 
Pyraiboi were traditionally a migratory, transhumant population, the evidence for this view being 
Strabo’s description of the western Perrhaiboi as μετανάσται (1.3.21, 9.5.12), which N. G. L. 
Hammond has taken to mean dwelling on the heights of the Pindus as well as on either side of 
the range, as nomads (he cites with approval a description of transhumant pastoralists as living in 
tents and lacking cities).4 The historical scenario for the epigram that Randone reconstructs has 
                                                
1 Γουνεὺς δ’ ἐκ Κύφου ἦγε δύω καὶ εἴκοσι νῆας· / τῶι δ’ Αἰνιῆνες ἕποντο μενεπτόλεμοί τε Περαιβοί, / οἳ περὶ 
Δωδώνην δυσχείμερον οἰκί’ ἔθεντο, / οἵ τ’ ἀμφ’ ἱμερτὸν Τιταρήσιον ἔργ’ ἐνέμοντο / ὅς ῥ’ ἐς Πηνειὸν προΐει 
καλλίρροον ὕδωρ....  
2 See IACP (Decourt, Nielsen, Helly, et al.) 689-90, 721-27. 
3 Cassio (1994) 104-5, where also some support is provided for the variation of the first vowel, but it is not 
definitive. Petruševski (1968) 53-57 (cited by Cassio [1994] 105 n. 14) provides examples of nouns that normally 
have a short ypsilon but have a variant form with epsilon, but the reverse phenomenon is less well documented. 
Cassio (1994) 105 (cf. Petruševski [1968] 56) adduces as a parallel Greek Βρέττιοι for Latin Bruttii, but the 
Perrhaiboi are Greek (if ps-Arist. Mirab. Ausc. 843b can be trusted, they had a peculiar dialect, using the word “to 
redden” for “to shed blood” [κατὰ γλῶσσαν δ’ ἐστὶ τὴν Περραιβῶν τὸ αἱμάξαι φοινίξαι]), and on their fifth-
century coinage they spell their own name with epsilon: see n. 13. Ps.-Scylax 65.1 identifies them as Hellenes.    
4 Randone (2013) 39-41, building on Hammond (2000) 346-47, who proposes that the Perrhaiboi are called 
“migratory” in Strabo because they must in winter come down from the heights of the Pindus with their flocks to the 
Perrhaiboi who live in Thessaly. Hammond actually imputes Strabo’s information to Hecataeus and supposes that it 
reflects the situation in the sixth century. But the basis of this argument, that in the same passage a piece of 
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the Pyraiboi as a people whose traditional way of life was disrupted by the encroachment of 
settled, polis-centered communities such as that of Ambracia, and he suggests that such a 
scenario accounts for the conflict between Ambracia and the Pyraiboi.5  
I caution that the evidence for the Epirote Peraiboi is problematic. The Iliad-poet’s 
geographical knowledge of far northern Greece is limited, and the leader of the contingent that 
the Peraiboi follow, Gouneus (hailing from an otherwise unknown Kyphos), and all who follow 
him are not mentioned again in the Iliad. M. L. West has suggested that the poet had heard of the 
religious center at Dodona, locating it somewhere in the north, and (erroneously) included it in 
the territory of the Peraiboi and perhaps that of the Ainienes, with whom they are paired.6 
Moreover, Hammond’s and Randone’s interpretation of Strabo’s “migratory” Perrhaiboi is 
unwarranted: elsewhere (9.5.19-20, 22) Strabo makes clear that he believes that the Perrhaiboi 
were originally in northern Thessaly and at some point were partially displaced (hence 
μετανάσται) west of the Pindus by the Lapiths. This only shows that by Strabo’s day some 
Perrhaiboi lived west of the Pindus.7   
The Archaic and Classical evidence points to the Perrhaiboi’s territory being in northern 
Thessaly. In the Homeric Hymn to Apollo the god on his journey southeast from Olympus passes 
the territory of the Perrhaiboi and Ainienes (the same pairing as in the Catalogue of Ships), his 
                                                                                                                                                       
information may have come from Hecataeus, is slight, and, as argued below, the “migratory” description refers to a 
move almost certainly later than Hecataeus. (BNJ 1 F 137 mentions an unknown ethnos, the Imphees, dwelling in 
some relation to the Perrhaiboi, but the fragment sheds no light.) 
5 Randone (2013) 40-41. Tentori Montalto (2017) 87-89 similarly accepts the identification of the Pyraiboi with the 
Perrhaiboi but concludes from Strabo’s account that they were displaced from Thessaly and seeking new territory in 
Epirus.  
6 West (2011) 121; cf. Kirk (1985) 236. Indeed, Strabo or his source (9.5.20) interprets the mention of ‘Dodona’ at 
Il. 2.751 as referring to a Dodona in Thessaly, which presumably was invented at some point to make sense of the 
Homeric reference. 
7 Strabo’s earlier reference (1.3.21) to the Perrhaiboi as μετανάσται appears in a section discussing how people 
known to have lived in one area in antiquity now (in the 1st c.) live elsewhere.  
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next stop being Iolcus on the Pagasaetic gulf.8 Simonides (PMG 632), according to Strabo, called 
the Pelasgians dwelling from Pelion in the east to the Thessalian plain both Perrhaiboi and 
Lapiths. Herodotus clearly places the Perrhaiboi north of the Thessalian plain, on the route taken 
by Xerxes from the north (7.128.1, 131, 173.4). Aeschylus wrote a Perrhaibian Women 
(Περραιβίδες in the Catalogue, T 78.13b, but variously corrupted in citations, fr. 184-86a 
TrGF9): the fragments suggest that it was concerned with Ixion’s defrauding of his father-in-law, 
so it will have been set in Thessaly. The evidence of Aeschylus’ Supplices (254-59), where the 
land of the Perrhaiboi helps to define Pelasgus’ realm, is ambiguous and debated.10 Sophocles 
(fr. 271 TrGF) associates the Perrhaiboi with the peak of the Pindus, Mt. Lakmos (Lakmon), but 
this could mean either east or west of the mountain.11 Most interestingly, Ps.-Scylax identifies 
the region from Ambracia to the Perrhaiboi, who live in the mesogeia (inland from Magnesia) as 
“continuous Hellas.”12  
 But the most significant problem with Randone’s interpretation, in my view, is the fact that 
the Peraiboi (with a single rho, as in the Iliad) are attested securely in northern Thessaly already 
in the fifth century, perhaps as early as 480, by coinage that was perhaps minted at Olo(o)sson (a 
town mentioned at Il. 2.739).13 Migratory mountain people will not have minted their own 
                                                
8 παρέστιχες ἠδ’ Αἰνιῆνας / καὶ διὰ Περραιβούς· τάχα δ’ εἰς Ἰαωλκὸν ἵκανες (h.Ap. 217-18); Αἰνιῆνας is restored 
by emendation. 
9 185 (Athen. 11.476c) περρεβοις (Περραιβίσι restored), 186 περρέβην (Περραιβίσιν restored), 186a (122a, Et. 
Gen. ~ Et. M. 118.24) τοῖς πρὸσλέβισιν (ταῖς Περραιβίσιν restored).   
10 See West (1990a) 135-37 for the problems involved and a defense of the paradosis. I would add that the order of 
names at Isoc. 5.21, Magnesians-Perrhaiboi-Paionians, would seem to be geographical, running from south to north.  
11 Cf. Schol. Lycoph. 1389a: Λάκμων δὲ ὄρος Περαιβίας, ἔνθα ᾤκουν Δωριεῖς (note the spelling with single rho), 
but this probably is owed to Strabo or another author who quoted the Sophocles passage. 
12 Ps.-Sclax 65.1-2: Ἐν μεσογείᾳ δὲ ἐποικοῦσιν ἔθνος Περραιβοὶ, Ἕλληνες. Μέχρι ἐνταῦθά ἐστιν ἀπὸ 
Ἀμβρακίας συνεχὴς ἡ Ἑλλάς· As Shipley (2011) ad 33.2-65 notes, this division excludes Epirus and Macedonia 
from Hellas. 
13 BMC Greek Thes. 39 nos. 1-10, pl. 8 nos. 7-11, dated 480-400. On the reverse appears either ΠΕΡΑ or ΠΕ, the 
first sometimes boustrophedon, which suggests to me an early 5th c. date as well (cf. LSAG 49). See IACP (Decourt, 
Nielsen, Helly, et al.) 689-90, 721-27 on the evidence for Perrhaibia, esp. 690 and 725 on the evidence of the 
coinage suggesting that Perrhaibia was a political unit already in the fifth century; (Il. 2.749 is oddly absent from 
their discussion of the ethnic name at 689-90).   
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coinage, for coinage is unambiguously a phenomenon of the polis. If the Pyraiboi are the 
Peraiboi, they are not Randone’s stateless wanderers.   
In sum: it is true, the Pyraiboi of the epigram could be identical with the Per(rh)aiboi of 
northern Thessaly, or perhaps Cassio’s hypothesized population to the west, but Randone’s 
characterization of them as a migratory people lacking a polis is fanciful. It is more prudent to 
follow the agnosticism of Bousquet and Matthaiou and allow for the possibility that the Pyraiboi 
of the epigram are otherwise unknown to us. I therefore print the name in the epigram but avoid 
further characterization.  
D.2 The Angelia 
The interpretation of the third verse has proved controversial. Bousquet translates 
ἀνγε[λ]ίαν μετιόντας as “escorting an embassy,” adducing slight evidence for this meaning of 
the noun and none for that of the participle; this interpretation persists in the literature, but it 
must be discarded: an angelia is not a group of people.14 Matthaiou argues for the translation 
“fetching a message,” for which he offers some support.15 Based on similar expressions in epic, I 
                                                
14 Bousquet (1992) 601 (cf. Tentori Montalto [2017] 89). He cites as a parallel CEG 416, a dedication by Akeratos, 
who πολλὰς δ’ ἀνγελίας πρὸ πόλεος κατὰ φῦλα διῆλθεν | ἀν[θρόπ]ον..., understanding angeliai as “embassies” 
(I discuss this epigram in Chapter 4). In fact, in several places in epic the meaning of the noun and its syntax are 
debated: Hom. Il. 3.206 (with Kirk [1985] ad loc.), 11.140 (with Hainsworth [1993] ad loc.), 13.252, 15.640 (with 
Janko [1992] ad locc.), Hes. Th. 781 (with West [1966] ad loc.). Leumann (LfgrE svv. ἀγγελίης 1, 2, ἀγγελίη) 
argued that singers confused about the meaning at Il. 3.205-6 (ἤλυθε δῖος Ὀδυσσεὺς / σεῦ ἕνεκ’ ἀγγελίης σὺν 
ἀρηϊφίλωι Μενελάωι·) invented an agent noun (ἀγγελίης, either masculine or feminine, a ‘false’ form) meaning 
“messenger,” which appears in the other epic examples cited. But CEG 416, where the word cannot mean 
“messengers,” resembles Il. 11.139-40 (Μενέλαον ... / ἀγγελίην ἐλθόντα), and it is best to take the noun as an 
internal accusative in both (Akeratos “went on many embassies on behalf of [the] polis throughout the tribes of 
men,” “Menelaus went on an embassy”; cf. Hainsworth [1993] ad 11.140). But what is an “embassy,” exactly? This 
translation (or Bousquet’s, “une ambassade”) misleads, for it could imply “business of an embassy” but, for 
Bousquet’s interpretation to work, must mean “members of an embassy.” Even if we accept Leumann’s argument, 
the noun in the singular in our epigram cannot mean this. Rather, in these examples, the noun means “message-
business,” i.e., the work of an embassy. In other passages, the noun simply means “message,” e.g. Il. 2.787, Od. 
14.374 (ὅτ’ ἀγγελίη ποθὲν ἔλθηι).  
15 Matthaiou (1990-1991) [1993] 307, adducing Homeric parallels for the noun (but cf. my last note) and Xen. Hell. 
2.1.25 for the verb meaning “fetch” (further examples in LSJ s.v. II 2 b). 
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prefer to construe the noun as an internal object and translate “going on message-business”16 or 
“going for a message,”17 either of which ultimately means much the same as Matthaiou’s 
version. The participial phrase ἀπ’ εὐρυχόροι[ο... depends either on the noun, “message 
from...,” or the participial phrase, “going on message-business from....”18 In my translation, the 
participle μετιόντας is construed with ἄνδρας [τ]ούσδ’ [ἐ]σλοὺς (v. 1), a slight anacoluthon 
since the participial phrase logically belongs with the relative clause (v. 2). It is possible that the 
participial phrase instead begins a new clause and belongs with the lost fourth verse, but this 
requires asyndeton between the distichs.    
D.3 The City of Broad Dancing Spaces 
Of import too is the name of the city missing from the end of the verse: Bousquet, followed 
by Cassio and D’Alessio, supplied Ϙορίνθου on the basis of the “Corinthian” stele found with 
the cenotaph, the fact that the name suits the required metrical shape, and the known relationship 
between Corinth and Ambracia.19 But since we have established that the stele may have not been 
part of the cenotaph, and since any number of cities could occupy the end of the verse, the lacuna 
must remain unfilled.  
Bousquet’s identification in verse three of a “Corinthian embassy” who died along with their 
Ambraciote escorts at the hands of the Pyraiboi has consequences for the overall interpretation of 
the cenotaph. Bousquet assumes that the lacunae of verses four and five contained the names of 
the Corinthian ambassadors, and he interprets the “beloved fatherland” where grief was in bloom 
                                                
16 The only two pre-5th-c. examples of the verb (Il. 6.341, 13.298) are both absolute and mean “go” (the prefix is 
adverbial, indicating that the movement is directed to a particular purpose). Pace LSJ s.v. II, the verb cannot in these 
cases mean “go after or behind, follow,” since at Il. 13.298 Ἄρης πόλεμόνδε μέτεισι Ares goes to war in the lead 
(his son follows him at 13.299). See n. 14 for the meaning of the noun, in particular as internal accusative with 
related verbs at CEG 416 (ἀνγελίας ... διῆλθεν), Hom. Il. 11.140 (ἀγγελίην ἐλθόντα).  
17 Cf. Od. 3.83 πατρὸς ἐμοῦ κλέος εὐρὺ μετέρχομαι, “I come for far-reaching news of my father.” 
18 Cf. Th. 3.110.1 κατὰ τὴν πρώτην ἐκ τῶν Ὀλπῶν ἀγγελίαν (“according to the first message from Olpai”); A. 
R. 3.249 ἐκ θαλάμου θάλαμόνδε κασιγνήτην μετιοῦσαν (“going for her sister from bedroom to bedroom”). 
19 Bousquet (1992) 601-2; Cassio (1994) 103; D’Alessio (1995) 26. 
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(verse 6) as denoting not Ambracia, but Corinth.20 With this interpretation, the lamentation and 
commemoration of the epigram is directed at members of two cities–both that where the 
cenotaph stood and her metropolis, Corinth. Matthaiou, however, rejects this notion because, in 
his view, there is no mention of an embassy or of Ambracia (Ἀνπρακίας he construes as an 
anthroponym–see Chapter 2 n. 196), and Randone adds that such a monument would be an 
outlier in the history of “public monuments” for the fallen.21  
Although I ultimately agree with the conclusion of the two latter scholars that the dead are all 
from Ambracia, I caution that we should not be dogmatic about the nature of an epigram that is 
in many respects exceptional: later Athenian examples cannot serve as a baseline for what such 
an inscription ‘should’ say. Our guide must be the logic and structure of the present epigram, so 









                                                
20 Bousquet (1992) 602. 
21 Matthaiou (1990-1991) [1993] 307-10; Randone (2013) 43. 
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APPENDIX E: THE TRADITION OF SIMONIDES’ MEMORY  
Both in antiquity and today, one of the most familiar elements of Simonides’ biography is his 
alleged invention of a system of mnemonics:1 Cicero (De orat. 2.86 = Poltera T 80c) preserves 
an anecdote about Simonides’ ability to identify the deceased in a collapsed dining-room from 
his recollection of the position of each in the room. Cicero does not himself endorse this 
tradition, ascribing it to anonymous sources (ferunt, dicunt), and Quintilian (Inst. 11.2.11 = 
Poltera T 80d), attesting to multiple versions of Cicero’s anecdote, labels at least part of it a 
fiction since he did not find reference to it in Simonides’ poetry.2  
M. Lefkowitz, following earlier critics, argues that this example of the ‘first discoverer’ 
motif, which is characteristic of Alexandrian scholars, was the consequence of a 
misunderstanding.3 Ancient critics inferred from Simonides’ reference to mneme (discussed 
below) that he had a good memory, and this transformed into the tradition of his invention of 
mnemonics, elaborated by the invented anecdote about the collapsed dining room. A short, 
undated biography of the poet preserved in a papyrus of the late second or early third century AD 
has been thought to provide a hint to this process: “Some attr[ibute] to him the discovery of 
mnemonics; and he (sc. Simonides) somewhere reveals [this] in his epig[ram]s.”4 Whoever wrote 
wrote this notice seems to have re-found the ‘evidence’ in the poet’s epigrams that may have 
originally given rise to the tradition.   
                                                
1 See T 80-85 Poltera. 
2 Quintilian disbelieves that the Dioscouri intervened to save Simonides (quamquam mihi totum (tuum Poltera; 
presumably a misprint) de Tyndaridis fabulosum uidetur, neque omnino huius rei meminit umquam poeta ipse, 
profecto non taciturus de tanta sua gloria), but I am uncertain whether huius rei refers to this element alone or the 
entire fabula, which is surely also to the poet’s credit–non taciturus, as Quintilian says. On the likelihood of the 
story being a biographical fiction, see Harder (2012) ad Callim. 64.11-14 with further references: the fiction may 
have originated in Chamaeleon’s On Simonides (ca. 300).  
3 Lefkowitz (2012) 56-57, Slater (1972) 232-40, Blum (1969) 41-46. 
4 P. Oxy. 1800.1.ii.40-45: τινες δ’ αὐτῶι τὴν τῶν μν[ημο]|νικῶν εὕρεσιν προσ[τιθέα]|σιν· καὶ αὐτὸς δὲ που 
[τοῦτο]| φαίνει διὰ τῶν ἐπιγ[ραμ]|µά[τ]ων ... 
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Since Hunt (the editor of the biography), it has been supposed that the “epigram” to which 
this biographer referred is elegiac fragment 89 W (EG 180a-b), preserved by Aristides: 
μνήμην δ’ οὔτινά φημι Σιμωνίδηι ἰσοφαρίζειν, 
ὀγδωκονταέτει παιδὶ Λεωπρέπεος.5   
“And I declare that in respect of mneme nobody is a match for Simonides, eighty years old, son 
of Leoprepes.” 
It is not certain or agreed whether these verses come from an epigram (in the sense of a poem 
that is or purports to be intended for inscription) or an elegy; if, however, it is the piece meant by 
the biographer, presumably it once stood in a collection of Simonidean epigrams (though this 
would not preclude its original placement in an elegy).6 The connective particle shows that it was 
was preceded by other verses. Aristides is adamant that it is uttered by Simonides (this is central 
to his point), and there is no particular reason to doubt the ascription apart from the vexed issue 
of the authenticity of epigrams transmitted as Simonides’.7  
But what does Simonides mean by mneme? Lefkowitz contends that in the poem the word 
was a metrically convenient synonym for kleos, “reputation,” whereas later it was 
(mis)understood in its active sense, “memory”.8 But mneme nowhere means “reputation,” and 
                                                
5 Aristides (28.59-60) quotes the verses separately, introducing the second “and lest he appear to be saying this when 
young and in his prime, he adds: (89.2 W).” West prints the verses as they stand in Aristides, punctuating 
accordingly (a stop after v. 1, a comma after v. 2), but they are presumably a couplet.  
6 Contra, Boas (1905) 111, prior to the publication of P. Oxy. 1800. It is relevant that shortly after this quotation 
Aristides cites (28.63-66) six Simonidean epigrams, and, although he does not explicitly ascribe them to him, 
several of these are ascribed to Simonides by other sources. He then cites some lyric verses (fr. adesp. 947 PMG) 
after referring to “some Simonides-type man.” Sider (2016) 140-54 argues that some epigrams ascribed to 
Simonides actually derive from the poet’s elegies, where they were fictionally marked as real inscribed epigrams. 
7 Slater (1972) 236 n. 10 cites Hauvette (1896) 140 as proof that the fragment is “clearly” not by Simonides. But 
Hauvette’s argument is based on the identity of the pentameter with the last verse of FGE 28 (discussed below, n. 
11), which Hauvette accepts as genuine (he thus infers that the present distich is derivative). But Slater himself 
rightly regards FGE 28 as spurious, so Hauvette’s proof collapses; cf. Goldhill (1988) 190-91. 
8 Lefkowitz (2012) 56-57, Slater (1972) 236. 
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there is no passive meaning of the noun:9 the possible distinction of meaning is rather between 
particular “remembrance” of a person or thing, and the abstract capacity of memory. 
Now, Aristides quotes the pentameter to demonstrate that this was not the vain boast of a 
young man but the well-reasoned judgment of an old man. I believe that Lefkowitz is correct that 
his boast was not about his capacity for memory, as the later biographical tradition may have 
understood it. Rather, the boast, I suggest, is that he is unrivalled as a poet who confers 
remembrance of others: Simonides’ poems memorialize individuals and their deeds. S. Goldhill 
has suggested that the distich formally apes inscribed epigram (verse-initial mneme replacing 
epigrammatic mnema);10 if this is correct, the poet’s boast may pertain particularly to his 
composition of epigrams.  
Such a boast about poetic skill, and in particular the ability to confer fame, is of course amply 
paralleled among Archaic poets, from Homer to Pindar. The last verses of the latter poet’s First 
Olympian Ode (476/5, for Hieron) contains such a vaunt about the poet’s sophia disguised as a 
prayer (ἐμέ τε τοσσάδε νικαφόροις / ὁμιλεῖν, πρόφαντον σοφίαι καθ᾽ Ἕλλανας ἐόντα 
παντᾶι), the clear implication being that his victorious laudandus will thereby be famed. In the 
Second Olympian (476/5, for Theron), Pindar famously draws an unfavorable comparison 
between two garrulous crows and Zeus’ bird (86-88); some of the scholia on the passage identify 
the crows as Simonides and Bacchylides. Indeed, ancient scholars may have been prompted by 
                                                
9 Slater (1972) 236 alleges that the word has a passive meaning at Hdt. 4.144.1 (his citation is mistaken), but it is the 
construction, not the noun, that is a ‘virtual’ passive: lit., “This Megabazos, in saying the following remark, left 
behind an immortal remembering (sc. of himself) on the part of the Hellespontians” (Οὗτος δὲ ὁ Μεγάβαζος εἴπας 
τόδε τὸ ἔπος ἐλίπετο ἀθάνατον μνήμην πρὸς Ἑλλησποντίων), which could be rephrased “they have this remark 
as an immortal remembrance of him.” 
10 Goldhill (1988) 196. 
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two features of Simonides’ distich–his competitive boast about mneme and his declaration of his 
age–as evidence for establishing his chronology and his relationship with Pindar.11  
However this may be, one of our earliest alleged sources for Simonides as the inventor of 
‘mnemonics’ is Callimachus.12 Callimachus in fact attributes this statement to Simonides’ 
epitaph, which has been callously desecrated by one Phoenix and built into a wall (Aetia fr. 64.7-
10 Harder ~ 64.7-10 Pfeiffer): 
... οὐδὲ τὸ γράμμα  
   ᾐδέσθ⹅η τὸ λέγον τόν ⹄μ⹅ε Λεωπρέπεος 
κεῖσθα⹅ι Κήϊον ἄνδρα τὸν ἱερόν, ὃς τὰ περισσά 
   .....] µνήμην πρῶτος ὃς ἐφρασάμην, 
                                                
11 FGE ‘Sim’ 28 (T 45c Poltera) is, as Page thought, an epigram that cannot date to the fifth century, since tis could 
not at that date refer to the all-important choregos. It is preserved partially by Plutarch and in full by Syrianus, but 
notably it is absent from the Anthology (see Page’s apparatus): 
ἦρχεν Ἀδείμαντος μὲν Ἀθηναίοις ὅτ’ ἐνίκα 
Ἀντιοχὶς φυλὴ δαιδάλεον τρίποδα· 
Ξεινοφίλου δέ τις υἱὸς Ἀριστείδης ἐχορήγει 
πεντήκοντ’ ἀνδρῶν καλὰ μαθόντι χορῶι· 
ἀμφὶ διδασκαλίηι δὲ Σιμωνίδηι ἕσπετο κῦδος 
ὀγδωκονταέτει παιδὶ Λεωπρέπεος. 
The author employs the pentameter of fr. 89 W and gives it (i.e., the identification of 80 year old Simonides) a very 
precise context: an archon date (477/6) and a choral victory. This is suspicious. Marm. Par. A 54 (FGrHist 239 A 
54, T 45b Poltera) provides remarkably similar testimony for Simonides at Athens in 477/6, but without the poet’s 
age: ἀφ’ οὗ Σιμωνίδης ὁ Λεωπρέπους ὁ Κεῖος ὁ τὸ μνημονικὸν εὑρὼν ἐνίκησεν Ἀθήνησι διδάσκων, καὶ αἱ 
εἰκόνες ἐστάθησαν Ἁρμοδίου καὶ Ἀριστογείτονος, ἔτη ΗΗΔΙ̣Ι̣Ι̣ ἄρχοντος Ἀθήνησιν [Ἀ]δειμάντου. Jacoby 
(comm. ad loc.) supposed that the author of the Parian Marble used FGE 28 (the ascription of which to Simonides 
Jacoby accepted) as his source. I find it as likely that the author of FGE 28 (or a similar scholar prior to the author) 
used the Parian Marble entry (or a common source that recorded the poet’s victory in 477/6) in combination with fr. 
89 W in order to define the poet’s chronology; he will have been encouraged to do so by τὸ μνημονικὸν εὑρὼν.  
The combination of these two facts (Simonides’ victory in 477/6 and his age) would have provided a Hellenistic 
scholar an irresistibly suitable context for Simonides’ boast about mneme in fr. 89 W. For Pindar’s boast about his 
sophia and his swipe at poetic rivals occur in the very next year (476/5), and these are then easily ‘explained’ as a 
rejoinder to Simonides. As noted, Simonides was indeed identified by ancient scholars as one of these rivals.  
If I am correct, one of the anchors for Simonides’ dates is illusory: see Molyneux (1992) 307-37 for a credulous 
defense of the ancient testimonia and its standard interpretation by modern scholars.  
12 The earliest datable testimony comes from the Parian Marble (composed 264/3), prior to Aetia 3, which, at least in 
its final form, was published after 246/5 (but as Harder [2012] 21-23 points out, Callimachus probably began the 
Aetia in the 270s and worked on them throughout his life). At Marm. Par. A 54 (FGrHist 239 A 54, T 45b Poltera) 
Simonides is called ὁ τὸ μνημονικὸν εὑρὼν. Although to mnemonikon can simply mean “memory” (Xen. Oec. 
10.11), it can also have the technical sense of “mnemonics” (cf. Xen. Symp. 4.62, in reference to Hippias of Elis), 
and that is presumably the meaning in the Parian Marble entry. This only shows that the misguided tradition arose 
no later than 264/3, but Callimachus may not have been persuaded by it; his epitaph of Simonides may in part have 
been intended as a commentary on it. 
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“... nor did he respect the epigram that says that I, son of Leoprepes, the holy man of Keos lie 
(sc. here)–I who [discovered(?), knew(?)13] the extra (?sc. letters)14 [and] who first pointed out 
mneme.” 
The last clause is readily connected with the tradition about mnemonics as related by Cicero and 
others: Harder even translates the word as “the art of mnemotechnics” on the strength of this 
tradition. It should be noted, however, that the poet says nothing about the invention of a techne, 
but instead employs Simonides’ own word–mneme. Since we have seen how in Simonides’ poem 
mneme means “remembrance,” the commemoration of others, we must allow that Callimachus 
may have meant the word in this sense too, perhaps even in disagreement with a rival 
biographical tradition about the invention of mnemonics.15   
In the context of Simonides’ epitaph, this meaning of mneme has, I think, an ironic point: the 
epitaph of the poet famed above all for commemoration has been effaced. If the epitaph’s 
reference to τὰ περισσά points to Simonides’ alleged invention of the extra letters of the 
alphabet (see the note to the translation), the point and irony are underscored: the inventor of 
grammata has lost his own epigram (τὸ γράμμα). Given Simonides’ status as a preeminent 
epigrammatist, the common thread uniting these two innovations would be his epigrams, which 
                                                
13 At the start of 10, Maas and Pfeiffer apud Lobel (P. Oxy. 2211 fr. 1 verso 10-28) suggested ἤιδη, which Pfeiffer 
expressed doubtfully, since the lacuna did not seem to him large enough to accommodate it. Harder (2012) ad loc. 
prefers εὗρον καὶ or similar: see next note. 
14 Or “the most extraordinary things”: see Harder (2012) ad loc. for the alternatives. The first would refer to the 
tradition that Simonides added extra letters to the Greek alphabet (T 78-79 Poltera); the second would denote the 
poet’s wisdom or perhaps his literary style.  
15 This meaning is consistent with Callimachus’ usage elsewhere: Aet. frr. 7c.6 Harder (7.24 Pfeiffer), 75.55 Harder 
(75.55 Pfeiffer), where it is specifically written memory, a “mythological record.” It is relevant too that the verb is 
ἐφρασάμην, rather than e.g. εὗρον ⏑‒, (cf. n. 13). It may be an accident of preservation, but Simonides is, apart 
from Theognis 1114 W (where γνώμην may instead be correct) and the anonymous and undated Theognidea 798 
W, the first author to use the word mneme, along with his contemporary Aeschylus (Suppl. 270). Note that at 
Aesch.(?) PV 460-61 the invention of grammata is called μνήμην ἁπάντων. Perhaps Simonides also mentioned 
writing in his discussion of mneme: see discussion below.   
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are written vehicles of mneme. His art, however, would seem to fail him, but for the mysterious 
process by which his voice and epigram live on in the Aetia.16  
The poet’s legacy as a preeminent author of epigrams, particularly those with an ‘historical’ 
bent and notably in connection with the Persian Wars, is an indirect witness to his self-fashioning 
as the commemorative poet, par excellence. As noted above, such promotion is by no means 
unique to Simonides (his younger contemporary Pindar makes similar claims), but one can 
appreciate how a poet known for his mnemata who boasts about his powers of mneme could have 
inspired a biography like that attached to Simonides. No ancient source calls Simonides the 
inventor of epigram, but it is telling that he is associated both with the ‘invention’ of mneme and 
letters of the Greek alphabet. We can see elsewhere in Simonides’ oeuvre this preoccupation 
with the poet’s ability to preserve memory and commemorate. I adduce two of his non-
inscriptional poems that illustrate his ambition.  
A fragment of a song referring to the dead at Thermopylae is indicative. It is preserved by 
Diodorus of Sicily (11.11.6),17 who calls it an “encomium,” whereas modern critics have 
suggested classifying it variously as a threnody, skolion, or hymn (PMG 531, Poltera F 261):18 
†τῶν ἐν Θερμοπύλαις θανόντων†19 
                                                
16 As Harder (2012) ad loc. well observes, the speaker is Simonides, but it is not made clear to the reader how he can 
be speaking if his tomb and its epigram have been destroyed; this vagueness underscores the effect of the destruction 
of tomb and epigram. But is the point that the poet’s voice still lives on, despite this destruction? Cf. Sim. 581 PMG 
(F 262 Poltera), wherein the poet accuses Kleoboulos of Lindos of being a fool for supposing that the might of a 
stele can withstand time and nature, since even the hands of man can destroy stone. In Callimachus, Simonides’ own 
stele has been destroyed, but his voice and epigram survive. Morrison (2013) acknowledges the nods to Simonides 
as an epigrammatist but focuses on his portrayal by Callimachus as a sophos.  
17 Arsenius p. 342 Walz, who paraphrases Diodorus, is also a witness to the text. 
18 See Poltera (2008) 470 on the debate concerning its genre. The metre is usually considered to be dactylo-epitrite, 
but West (1982) 72 allows that it could be aeolic; see further Poltera (2008) 471-73.  
19 The obeli are mine; otherwise the text is that of Page. I am persuaded by West (1967) 133, (1970) 210-11, (1975) 
308-9, and Poltera (2008) 468-69, despite Page (1971) 317-18 and Wiater (2005) 45-46 n. 4, that the first four words 
are prose (Poltera advocates athetizing but confusingly and unwarrantedly prints the words as the poem’s title). We 
cannot know whether they are (1) Diodorus’ or another’s adaptation of something in Simonides (West supposes that 
the passage is a general comment, introduced with something such as ἀνδρῶν δ’ ὑπὲρ πάτρας θανόντων [one 
might compare PMG 520], but Page rightly points out that ὅδε σηκὸς is against a general statement, as is Diodorus’ 
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εὐκλεὴς μὲν ἁ τύχα, καλὸς δ’ ὁ πότμος, 
βωμὸς δ’ ὁ τάφος, πρὸ γόων δὲ μνᾶστις, ὁ δ’ οἶκτος ἔπαινος· 
ἐντάφιον δὲ τοιοῦτον οὔτ’ εὐρὼς 
οὔθ’ ὁ πανδαμάτωρ ἀμαυρώσει χρόνος. 
ἀνδρῶν ἀγαθῶν ὅδε σηκὸς οἰκέταν εὐδοξίαν 
Ἑλλάδος εἵλετο· μαρτυρεῖ δὲ καὶ Λεωνίδας, 
Σπάρτας βασιλεύς, ἀρετᾶς μέγαν λελοιπὼς 
κόσμον ἀέναόν τε κλέος.  
“†of the ones who died at Thermopylae,† their fortune is famous, and their fate beautiful; their 
grave an altar, and instead of wailing is remembrance, and their lamentation is praise. Such a 
shroud (sc. as theirs) neither mold nor time, the conqueror of all, shall obscure. This precinct of 
excellent men chose as its servant the repute of Hellas.20 And it is Leonidas,21 king of Sparta, 
who bears witness, having left behind a great ornament of excellence and ever-living fame.” 
Most conspicuous is the emphasis on commemoration and memory: the litany may be 
summarized, ‘their death was so noble that it will be remembered forever by all of Hellas, which 
will reverence their grave.’ Whether or not this fragment actually was part of a threnody, it 
declares explicitly that remembrance will take the place of lamentation (πρὸ γόων δὲ 
                                                                                                                                                       
testimony about the context; I would sooner suppose that it glosses an apostrophe of the dead, such as ὑμῶν), (2) a 
gloss on Diodorus’ introduction (Σιμωνίδης ὁ μελοποιὸς ἄξιον τῆς ἀρετῆς αὐτῶν ποιήσας ἐγκώμιον, ἐν ὧι 
λέγει·), (3) or perhaps the title of the poem (thus Poltera, but we have no sense of the poem’s scope). To West’s 
stylistic criticisms of the articular participle with sandwiched prepositional phrase, I add Diodorus’ own phrasing 
elsewhere: τοῖς ἐν Θερμοπύλαις ἀποθανοῦσι Λακεδαιμονίοις (11.33.2) τοὺς ἐν Θερμοπύλαις ὑπὲρ τῆς Ἑλλάδος 
ἀποθανόντας (11.77.4).  
20 West (1970) 211 correctly translates οἰκέταν and explains: “The glory and self-respect of Hellas is the sacristan 
appointed to tend the holy spot and keep it smart and fresh.” The “precinct” is possibly, like the “shroud,” 
metaphorical, but it could denote Thermopylae, where the men were buried; the suggestion of Bowra (1961) 345-49, 
that it designates a cult-shrine at Sparta, has not found supporters. Wiater (2005) 44-55 argues that it is a poetic, self-
referential metaphor for the pseudo-heroization that the poem accomplishes.   
21 καὶ is from Arsenius and is not in Diodorus’ MSS. Poltera rejects it, and West (see n. 19) took it as evidence that 
Leonidas is a particular example of a preceding general point. But the word emphasizes (“even,” “actually” is an 
overtranslation), the link being not with the deceased but with the speaker: ‘if my words are not enough, Leonidas 
bears witness to the truth I speak.’  
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μνᾶστις);22 moreover, this remembrance is to be Panhellenic (εὐδοξίαν / Ἑλλάδος), the 
implication being that all of Greece is in debt to those who died on their behalf.23 
There has been a debate about the original context for this poem. It has been suggested, for 
example, that it was composed for a hypothesized state festival at a hypothesized shrine for the 
fallen at Sparta; conversely, “more private singing,” viz. at men’s messes at Sparta, has also been 
put forward as the poem’s context of performance.24 Naturally, this poem must have had an 
original performance, but I think it is impossible to determine what that was based on our 
available evidence.25 
The concern of scholars to identify the poem’s occasion is belied by its very content. At least 
from the surviving fragment, this poem is strangely almost occasion-less: much as we saw in 
Chapter 3 in Theognis’ seal-poem, which focused upon its own reception and reperformance, the 
present fragment emphasizes the ongoing commemoration of the fallen by all of Greece.26  
True, it is occasional to the extent that it refers to and was presumably prompted by a specific 
historical event, but the poem’s relation to that external context is vague. There are no definite 
                                                
22 πρὸ γόων is the widely accepted emendation for προγόνων of codd.; Poltera sets obeli. 
23 μνᾶστις (or its Ionic equivalent) is an uncommon word and is confined to poetry with the exception of Hdt. 
7.158.3 (ἐπειδὴ περιελήλυθε ὁ πόλεμος καὶ ἀπῖκται ἐς ὑμέας, οὕτω δὴ Γέλωνος μνῆστις γέγονε.), which, uttered 
by Gelon in response to requests for aid in time of crisis after his own similar pleas were rejected, “has almost the air 
of a proverb, or apophthegm” (Macan [1908] ad loc., of the last three words quoted). Similarly, Sophocles thrice 
uses the word in Ajax (520, 523, 1269), in connection with the theme of remembering a prior charis when 
considering one’s present behavior: at 1269 Teucer upbraids Agamemnon for failing to remember all that Ajax had 
done for him. The connection with charis is perhaps also implied here, in commemoration of those who died at 
Thermopylae. 
24 Bowra (1961) 345-49 and Podlecki (1968) 258-62 (quotation: 262), respectively.  
25 Even the connection of the poem with Sparta is wholly conjectural: Thespians and probably Thebans (unwillingly, 
according to Herodotus) were also at the last stand at Thermopylae, and the poem need not have excluded those who 
died on the first day of fighting. For some, identification of Leonidas as “king of Sparta” almost militates against a 
specific connection with Sparta: Poltera excises the appositive phrase (which includes in the codd. the definite 
article, normally excised by editors). 
26 Fearn (2013) 235-39 offers a sensitive reading of the fragment that sees it as moving between the material realm 
of epigrammatic commemoration and that of transcendent kleos in the form of non-material poetic commemoration. 
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markers of time,27 such as an indication that the fallen had died recently, and the only marker of 
place (ὅδε σηκὸς) is either metaphorical or refers to the battlefield, not necessarily the actual 
place of performance.28 Although purely descriptive, the fragment indicates that the poem’s 
ambition is great, and reperformance seems an implied corollary of its purpose.29 One could 
imagine it being performed first, say, by a chorus, but parts of it, like the bit recalled and 
preserved by Diodorus, could have been sung in various contexts: encomium, threnody, skolion 
are not mutually exclusive.  
We may also consider a poem from a different metrical tradition, that of elegy, whose 
metrical form became in the later Archaic period the customary one for epigrams. The poet 
makes explicit in the so-called Plataea elegy that the poem is intended to preserve the memory of 
the fighters for future generations.30 As with the song for the fallen at Thermopylae, scholars 
have debated the original occasion for this elegy and the identity of its commissioner: a Spartan 
commission for the consecration of tumuli at Plataea,31 the Isthmian Games on commission from 
Pausanias, the Spartan leader,32 at Delphi for the dedication of the Serpent column,33 and 
others.34 A major influence on this line of inquiry is E. Bowie’s prescient article on the contexts 
of elegy, in which he concludes that all Archaic elegy was performed either at symposia or, in 
                                                
27 εἵλετο and λελοιπὼς show that the poem presents the historical event in the past; μαρτυρεῖ could be understood 
as coincident with the original performance, but, as the future-oriented οὔθ’ ὁ πανδαμάτωρ ἀμαυρώσει χρόνος 
suggests, the internal setting of the poem is not necessarily to be understood as identical with any original, external 
occasion.    
28 See the note above on the translation. I say “actual place” because the deictic may function to establish the 
notional or internal setting during any performance of the poem.  
29 Wiater (2005) 47 makes a similar point. Considerations of genre aside, Diodorus’ characterization of it as an 
encomium is readily intelligible. 
30 “So-called” because the length and scope of the poem are not known; several fragments from the same two papyri 
that preserve part of the longest fragment of the Plataea poem (11 W, parts of P. Oxy. 2327 and 3965) are classified 
by West as “convivalia” (frr. 20-22 W). It has been suggested that some of these, which contain “sympotic” themes, 
could belong to the Plataea poem; see Rutherford (2001), Obbink (2001), Hunter (2001), Sider (2001b). For a 
skeptical approach to reconstruction of the Plataea poem and other fragments, see Kowerski (2005).  
31 Aloni (2001) 102-4. 
32 Shaw (2001) 164-81. 
33 Rutherford (2001) 41. 
34 See Kowerski (2005) 17-18 for a summary.  
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the case of longer narrative poems (of which the Plataea elegy seems to many to be one), public 
festivals and the like.  
I. Rutherford, although he emphasizes that the poem “was intended for some particular venue 
and for an original performance there” but “not a mere sumposion,” rightly sees how “there 
might have been reperformances of various sorts (at the original venue, at other festivals); and 
secondary performances in other contexts, for example, in the context of the sumposion.”35 I 
suggest that more weight should be given to such contexts of reperformance, for this seems to be 
implied and endorsed in the poet’s apostrophe of his Muse (fr. 11.20-26 W): 
   ... αὐτὰρ ἐγώ [36   20 
κικλήισκω] σ’ ἐπίκουρον ἐμοί, π[ολυώνυμ]ε Μοῦσα, 
εἴ πέρ γ’ ἀν]θρώπων εὐχομένω[ν μέλεαι· 
ἔντυνο]ν καὶ τόνδ[ε μελ]ίφρονα κ[όσμον ἀο]ιδῆς 
ἡμετ]έρης, ἵνα τις [μνή]σεται υ[ 
ἀνδρῶ]ν, οἳ Σπάρτ[ηι    δούλιον ἦμ]αρ 25 
. . . . .] ἀµυν[ ] . . [    ]ω[ 
“... But I [shall call on] you, Muse of m[any name]s or m[uch fam]e,37 as my ally, if you truly 
care for men making prayers: [ador]n also this [sw]eet ornament of song of o[urs], so that 
                                                
35 Rutherford (2001) 40.  
36 ἐγώ ends the verse. 
37 The latter translation, “famous,” would be appropriate in a commemorative elegy; LSJ s.v. II give only three 
examples of this sense, and the one of these that refers to a god is debatable (at h.Ap. 82, Apollo is predicted to have 
many temples, so he may be called polyonumos in the sense of having local epithets). But “famous” would suit 
many other instances of the epithet applied to gods. 
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someone [later38] shall re[member] [the me]n who ?for Spart[a] ... [d]ay [of slavery] ... ward[ed 
?off]39 ...”  
In the preceding verses, the poet had referred to the immortal kleos conferred on those who 
fought at Troy because of a man (i.e., Homer) inspired by the Muses of Pieria, how he rendered 
them “famous (ἐπώνυμον) to later generations.”40 The poet’s transition to his own theme, the 
battle of Plataea, consists of his prayer that the Muse aid his own song of commemoration (καὶ 
τόνδ[ε, 23) in fulfilling its purpose, just as Homer’s Muses rendered successful his purpose of 
preserving the memory of the heroes of Troy. The purpose of the elegy is expressed in verse 24: 
that an indefinite someone (tis) in future shall remember ([μνή]σεται)41 the men who fought. 
Much as we saw in Chapter 3 with cup-epigrams oriented to future readers, here the poem 
exhorts its auditors–on any occasion of its performance–to preserve memory.   
 
 
                                                
38 Thus incorporating West’s e.g. supplement ὕ[στερον αὖ (app. crit.), which well balances ὁπ[λοτέρ]οισιν of v. 17 
(see n. 40). 
39 The sense and syntax of the relative clause are uncertain. Parsons in the ed. pr. (P. Oxy. 3965) alternatively 
suggested reading “Sparta” in the genitive, defining the place from which the fighters departed; but this information 
seems to be given in v. 29.  
40 ... Δαναοί [ , / οἷσιν ἐπ’ ἀθά]νατον κέχυται κλέος ἀν[δρὸς] ἕκητι / ὃς παρ’ ἰοπ]λοκάμων δέξατο Πιερίδ[ων 
/ πᾶσαν ἀλη]θείην, καὶ ἐπώνυμον ὁπ[λοτέρ]οισιν / ποίησ’ ἡμ]ιθέων ὠκύμρον γενεή[ν. (fr. 11.14-18 W); see 
Rutherford (2001) 44 n. 55 for the unusual meaning of ἐπώνυμον as “famous,” and see my n. 37 on the meaning of 
π[ολυώνυμ]ε Μοῦσα. It is striking that two such adjectives relating to naming occur in proximity in a poem of 
commemoration.  
41 The remains of the papyrus are very slight, but West and, in his more conservative edition, Sider (2001a), each 
accept the reading; Parsons in the ed. pr. (P. Oxy. 3965) commentary (but 7 dots without description in the 
diplomatic transcription) only read [μνησ]ετ’ ̣and guessed the sense to be ἵνα τις μνήσετ’ ἐν ὀψιγόνοις (or 
ἐσσομένοις) / ἀνδρῶ]ν, which amounts to much the same. From the published photograph, alpha seems reasonably 
clear, but I can see no trace of iota after it where the papyrus looks thin, after which I see the tip of a high, 
descending stroke, which would suit ypsilon.  
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APPENDIX F: ARCHAIC MNEMATA 
In the table below I compile all examples of the word mnema (including dialect variants like 
mnama) in Archaic epigram. Dates for CEG are mostly adopted from Hansen (often therefore 
Jeffery); my cutoff is 475, based on the date range provided in the editions used. A question 
mark in the first column indicates that the word is entirely or largely restored. Type is based on 
my judgment of other features of the epigram, monument, location, etc. The Syntax column 
gives any phrases dependent on the noun. 
Corpus no. Findspot Date Type Metre Syntax 
CEG 21 Athens, R. 
forum 
550-30? Funerary Elegiac Uncertain 
CEG 25 Attica 540-30? Funerary Elegiac epi + deceased 
CEG 32 Attica 530? Funerary Elegiac c. gen., philemosyne 
CEG 42 Athens, Keram. 525? Funerary Elegiac c. dat. deceased 
CEG 54 Attica 510-500? Funerary Elegiac c. gen. deceased 
CEG 55 Athens, Keram. 510-500? Funerary DH Uncertain 
CEG 56 Thorikos 510-500? Funerary ? Uncertain 
CEG 58 Athens, Keram. 510-500? Funerary Elegiac c. gen. deceased 
CEG 62 Piraeus (?) 510-500? ? DH c. gen. x2, sophia, 
Aineas 
CEG 63 Athens, Agora 510-00? Funerary DH Uncertain 
CEG 68 Attica 500? Funerary Elegiac c. gen. deceased 
CEG 70 Attica 500? Funerary Iambic trim. c. dat. deceased 
? CEG 78 Athens 480? Funerary? Elegiac c. gen. deceased 
CEG 111 Tanagra 500? Funerary Elegiac c. dat. deceased 
CEG 113 Thespiae 500-480? Funerary Elegiac epi + deceased 
? CEG 117 Thessaly 480-50? Funerary Elegiac c. dat. deceased 
CEG 118 Thessaly 475-50? Funerary DH c. gen. deceased 
CEG 136 Argive Heraion 525-500? Funerary Elegiac c. dat., “many, even 
those in future” 
CEG 137 Methana 600? Funerary DH c. gen. deceased 
CEG 139 Troezen 500? Funerary DH c. dat. deceased 
CEG 151 Delphi 500-450? ? Iambic trim. c. dat. “child” 
CEG 155 Amphipolis 476? Funerary Elegiac c. gen. x2, arete, 
deceased 
CEG 156 Paros 475? Funerary Elegiac c. dat. deceased 
CEG 159 Thasos 500? Funerary Elegiac c. gen. deceased 
CEG 161 Thasos 500-490? Funerary Elegiac c. dat. deceased 
CEG 162 Thasos 500-490? ? Iambic trim. c. gen. “Akeratos” 
CEG 166 Sicinus early 5th c. Funerary DH c. dat. deceased 
CEG 173 Olbia ca. 490-80 Funerary Elegiac Uncertain 
CEG 207 Athens Acrop. 510-500? Dedicatory Elegiac c. gen. “himself and 
his family” 
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CEG 235 Athens Acrop. 500-480? Dedicatory Elegiac c. gen. “Smikros and 
children” 
? CEG 252 Athens Acrop. 500-480? Dedicatory Elegiac c. gen., sophia 
? CEG 264 Athens Acrop. 480? Dedicatory Elegiac c. dat. “those to come” 
CEG 304 Attica, Koropi ca. 528-14? Dedicatory/marker Elegiac c. gen., Hipparchus 
CEG 305 Athens, Pythion 522-480? Dedicatory Elegiac c. gen. x2, arche, 
Peisistratus 
CEG 365 Argive Heraion 494? Dedicatory  Elegiac c. gen. “his father” 
CEG 376 Sparta 510-500? Dedicatory Elegiac ? c. gen. nike 
CEG 379 Arcadia late 6th c.? Dedicatory Elegiac Uncertain 
CEG 380 Olympia 484-65? Dedicatory Elegiac c. gen, arete; c. dat., 
woi (“for him”) 
I.Knidos 501 Knidos 525-500? ? DH “of stone” or “to 
behold”; para + 
ergasterion 
SEG 47.1170 Skiathos ca. 500-475? Funerary Elegiac c. gen., philemosyne 
Papzarkadas 
(2014) no. 2 
Thebes 525-500? Dedicatory Elegiac c. gen., arete + dat., 
Amphiareus 



















c. gen., philemosyne 
c. gen., philemosyne 
 
I note a few interesting distributions in the above data: 
Occurrences of mnema in Athens/Attica: 21; in another region: 25 
Funerary: 27; dedicatory: 11; other/unknown: 6; gift: 2 
Dactylic hexameter: 9; elegiac: 31; iambic trimeter: 3; uncertain/unknown: 3 
Governs: only gen. of a personal name or similar (e.g., “his father”): 14; gen. of a quality, with or 
without dependent gen. (or, in 2 instances, dat. of interest) of a personal name or similar: 11; 
only dat. of interest (n.b., can be either the one commemorated or the audience for the 
commemoration): 11; epi c. dat. of a personal name: 2; para c. acc. of a place (possibly also 
epexegetic inf.): 1; uncertain: 7 
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APPENDIX G: REGISTER OF QUOTED GREEK TEXTS 
In this Appendix, in order to facilitate cross-referencing, I give references to the pages where I 
have quoted ancient texts. Parenthetical notes are intended to aid the reader. Note that this is not 
a full index: where a text is quoted more than once, I give only the fuller or first instance. Texts 
quoted only in the notes are not included, nor are those cited only very briefly in passing. 
  
Agora 21 C1     155 
Agora 21 C18 (Sosias)   159 
Archilochus fr. 15 W    208 
Archilochus fr. 206 W   155 
Archilochus fr. 216 W   143 
Archilochus fr. 248 W   143 
ARV2 23 no. 7 (Euthymides)   160 
 
Bartoněk and Buchner no. 1 (Nestor)  136 
Bartoněk and Buchner no. C 2 a-b  166 
 
Callimachus Aetia fr. 64.7-10 Harder  310 
CEG 10.12-13     282 
CEG 13 (Tet(t)ichos)    274 
CEG 25     226 
CEG 26 (Archios)    198 
CEG 30     207 
CEG 32 (Kylon)    215 
CEG 40 (Damasistratos)   203 
CEG 48     206 
CEG 51 (Smikythos)    201 
CEG 58 (Anaxilas)    204 
CEG 59     202 
CEG 62 (Aineas)    242 
CEG 70 (Philoitios/Ktesios)   197 
CEG 74 (Theosemos)    206 
CEG 92 (Anthemis)    192 
CEG 97 (Biote)    190 
CEG 136 (Hys(s)ematas)   275 
CEG 139 (Praxiteles)    194 
CEG 141     201 
CEG 145 (Arniadas)    66 
CEG 146 (Xenares)    76 
CEG 162 (Akeratos)    244 
CEG 164 (Koison)    196 
CEG 171 (Kobon)    196 
CEG 217 (Peikon)    260 
CEG 256 (Callimachus)   258 
CEG 416 (Akeratos)    266 
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CEG 431 (Phyle)    252 
CEG 432 (Dipylon oinochoe)   153 
CEG 453     184 
CEG 458     211 
CEG 465 (Kimmerios)   142 
CEG 893 (Kephisophon)   154 
CEG 897 (Aristokleia)   140 
Corinth 15.3 no. 143, app. 1 no. 1  146 
Corinth 18.6 no. 51 (Choirasos)  139 
 
Daskalaki (2010-13) 179-86 (Pericles et al.) 170 
Dettori (2017) 118-24 (Pherekleides)  215 
 
Euripides fr. 468 TrGF   194 
 
FH 177g (Melanthios)   155 
 
Homer Il. 7.89-90    67 
Homer Il. 11.371    77 
Homer Il. 16.457    203 
Homer Il. 23.9     203 
 
IG I3 506     38 
IG I3 718 (Smikros)    236 
IG I3 776     241 
IG I3 948 + Charami and Bardani (2011) 255 
IG I3 991     55 
IG I3 1162.45-58    284 
IG I3 1258      205 
IG I3 1273bis     88 
IG I3  1401 (Lysitheos)   178 
IG IX2 878 (Polynoa)    80 
IG IX2 882 (Menekrates)   57 
IG IX2 1862 (Philista)    160 
IG IX2 1999     169 
IG IX2 2000     168 
IGASMG II2 120 (Porkos)   156 
IGASMG III 20 (Tataie)   135 
IGASMG IV 30 (Parmenon/Strinpon) 142 
I.Knidos 501      245 
 
Langdon no. 36    148 
LSAG 356 no. 1 (Korakos)   138 
LSAG 356 no. 8 (Astyochidas)  139 
LSAG 356 no. 18 (Kosmias)   138 
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Martial Ep. 1.29    130 
Matthaiou and Rossiou (2010-13) 175-78 222 
MP I no. 1     134 
MP I no. 2 (Hakesandros)   135 
 
Ohly-Dumm (1985) 236-38 (Amasis) 187 
 
Papazarkadas (2014) no. 1   280 
PMG fr. adesp. 1002    146 
 
Rotroff-Oakley no. 148 (Sikele)  160 
 
SEG 16.563     168 
SEG 29.861     168  
SEG 36.827 (Panchares)   168 
SEG 41.540A (cenotaph)   86 
SEG 41.540B (Corinthian)   112, 115 
SEG 41.866     152 
SEG 45.1378       167 
SEG 47.1170 (Pelyes(s)ios)   216 
SEG 49.505A (Mnasitheios)   217 
SEG 49.505B (Philorgos)   217 
SEG 52.961 (Makonion)   212 
SEG 56.430 (Marathon)   278 
‘Sim.’ 6 FGE     272 
‘Sim.’ 22b FGE    14 
‘Sim.’ 46 FGE     286 
Simonides 11.20-26 W   316 
Simonides 89 W    308 
Simonides 531 PMG     312 
Solon fr. 21 W    202 
Sourlas (2014) 241-57 (Mirina)  176 
Syll.3 31     48 
 
Theognis/Theognidea 19-28 W  124 
Theognis/Theognidea 111-12 W  239 
Theognis/Theognidea 283-86 W  209 
Theognis/Theognidea 979 W   195 
Theognis/Theognidea 1129-32 W  90 
Theognis/Theognidea 1167-68 W  195 
Theognis/Theognidea 1311-18 W  181 
Thucydides 1.128.3    48 
Thucydides 1.132.2-3    46 
Thucydides 3.82.4    179 
Thucydides 6.54.6-7    256 
Tyrtaeus fr. 10.1-2 W    281 
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Tyrtaeus fr. 12.29-34 W   67  
 
Wachter INC 2    161 
 





Fig. 1a-b. CEG 58 corr. apud CEG II ~ IG I3 1357, statue base, Kerameikos, ca. 510-500? 






Fig. 2a-c. IG IX2 882 ~ CEG 143, Garitsa (Castrades), Corcyra, ca. 625-600? early 6th c.? 
a. Mustoxidi (1848) 274. (After Orioli [1846b] unnumbered pl. 1.) 
b. Crome (1938) pl. 17 no. 2. 
c. Crome (1938) pl. 18. (After Orioli [1846b] unnumbered pl. 2, fig. 1.) 





Fig. 3. CEG 145 ~ IG IX2 880, stele, Garitsa (Castrades), Corcyra, ca. 600? Corfu Museum no. 2. 
IG IX2 tab. 1, no. 880. 
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Fig. 4a-b. CEG 146 ~ IG IX2 881, column capital, near Garitsa cemetery, Corcyra, ca. 575-50? 
early 6th c.? late 7th c.? Corfu Museum no. 3.  
a. IG IX2 tab. 1, no. 881. 
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Fig. 5. IG IX2 878 ~ CEG 144, unknown findspot, Corcyra, ca. 650-600? end of 7th c.? Now lost. 
Mustoxidi (1848) 268. 
 
 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Fig. 6a-d. SEG 41.540A, southwestern cemetery of Ambracia, late 6th-early 5th c.? 
a. Bousquet (1992) 598. (After Andreou AD 41A (1986) [1991] 429.) 
b. Author’s photo, showing parts of blocks 1 and 2. 
c. Author’s photo, showing a view of the monument from the southwest, on the ancient road. 
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Fig. 7a-d. SEG 41.540B, stele, southwestern cemetery of Ambracia, ca. 500-475? Archaeological 
Museum of Arta. Author’s photos. 
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Fig. 7, cont. 
  
 333 
Fig. 8. IG I3 1273bis ~ CEG 470 = 16a, stele, near Piraeus, ca. 550-40? Epigraphical Museum no. 
13474. Author’s photo.  
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Fig. 9a-b. Southwestern cemetery of Ambracia, general view and map. 
a. Author’s photo showing a section of the ancient road south of the cenotaph (SEG 41.540A). 
b. Map of excavations: AD 47B1 (1992) [1997] 150. 
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Fig. 10a-b. MP I no. 2, Eretrian cup from Methone, late 8th-early 7th c. Archaeological Museum 





Fig. 11a-c. Bartonek and Buchner no. 1 ~ CEG 454, Cup of Nestor, Pithekoussai, Ischia, ca. 720-





Fig. 12a-b. Langdon no. 36, black-glazed, one-handled cup, Sanctuary of Zeus, Hymettus, ca. 










Fig. 14a-b. CEG 432, Dipylon oinochoe, Dipylon gate, ca. 740. National Archaeological 




Fig. 15a-b. ARV2 23 no. 7, shoulder of Hydria from Vulci, Phintias, ca. 520, Staatliche 






Fig. 16. SEG 36.827 ~ IGDS I 147, LSAG 278 no. 50, foot of black-glazed kylix, Gela, late 6th 





Fig. 17. SEG 29.861 ~ IGDS I 144d, base of a black-glazed lamp, Gela, beginning of 5th c. 





Fig. 18a-b. Daskalaki (2010-13) 179-86, black-glazed skyphos, Kifisia, Attica, ca. 480-65. 





Fig. 19a-c. Ohly-Dumm (1985) 236-38, legs of tripod pyxis, Aphaia sanctuary, Aegina, Amasis 
painter, ca. 540. 
a. Ohly-Dumm (1985) 236, A1, A2, A3. 
b. Ohly-Dumm (1985) 236, B1, B2. 


































Fig. 21a-b. CEG 70 ~ IG I3 1231, base for stele and columns, Athens, Christou Lada st., near 
Syntagma, ca. 500? Epigraphical Museum no. 13290. Author’s photos. 
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Fig. 22a-b. CEG 51 ~ IG I3 1219, stele base, Kerameikos, ca. 510? Kerameikos Museum no. I 






Fig. 23a-b. CEG 458, lip of a lebes-dinos, Samian Heraion, ca. 600 or ca. 650-600? 
Archaeological Museum of Vathi, nos. K 801, K 2164. Author’s photos. 
a. K 801. 






Fig. 24. SEG 52.961, bronze mirror, Pizzica, tomb 45, Metapontum, end of the 6th c.? 





Fig. 25a-b. CEG 32  ~ IG I3 1266, stele base, Liopesi/Paiania, Attica, ca. 530? Epigraphical 





Fig. 26a-d. SEG 49.505, stele, Akraiphia, ca. 520-10. Archaeological Museum of Thebes. 
Author’s photos. 











Fig. 27. Woysch-Méautis (1982) 120 no. 211, stele, Kos, beginning of 5th c. Archaeological 




Fig. 28a-c. CEG 25 ~ IG I3 1241, stele and base, Attica, ca. 540-30. Metropolitan Museum, New 





Fig. 29a-c. Matthaiou and Rossiou (2010-13) 175-78, rupestral inscription, Bertseko, Attica. 2nd 






Fig. 30a-b. IG I3 718 ~ CEG 235, column capital, Athenian Acropolis, ca. 500-480? Epigraphical 






Fig. 31a-b. CEG 62 ~ IG I3 1393, marble discus, Piraeus(?), ca. 510-500? National 
Archaeological Museum, Athens, no. 93. 
a. Author’s photo. 





Fig. 32a-b. IG I3 948 + Charami and Bardani (2011) [SEG 61.69] (~ CEG 305), Athens, near 






Fig. 33a-b. SEG 56.430, stele, villa of Herodes Atticus, Eva Loukou (Kynouria), post 490. 








Ancient authors and works are generally abbreviated as in LSJ xvi-xxxviii. For journal titles, see 
L’année philologique. For epigraphic corpora not listed below, see SEG 63 vi. 
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